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ABSTRACT
Urban design is a client-centric profession, yet taking the 
responsibility to engage developers as active participants 
in the design process to address complex urban problems 
is not a core part of most urban design practices. As a 
consequence, the relationships between urban designers 
and their clients remain largely under-investigated. The 
aim of this research was to explore the challenges and 
opportunities of this relationship through the negotiation 
with a non-expert developer-client of mixed modes of living 
and working, and by so doing to not only expand my urban 
design practice, but to also contribute to the development 
of the broader urban design profession.  
This research was driven by two questions:
—  How might communication tools and client 
engagement processes come together in formats 
that are useful for urban designers interested 
in negotiating the design of emerging urban 
futures?, and
—  How might urban designers recalibrate 
relationships with non-expert clients in order to 
afford the time and space for generative-ideation?
These questions drove me to necessarily expand my 
practice, to develop an independent experiential reflective 
practice and an approach to co-design. I adopted a mixed-
method approach to expand my practice through two action 
research cycles. The first cycle involved psychogeography-
based walking and reflexive video-making, and the second 
cycle involved scenario-building, participatory walks and 
semi-structured interviews with my client. This research 
adopted a constructionist epistemological stance and an 
interpretivist theoretical perspective to foreground the 
iterative development of my practice and draw broader 
conclusions relevant to urban designers beyond the specific 
context of my work.
The primary contribution of this research is the 
identification of the curator and steward roles, and the 
associated tactical tools and settings, for urban designers 
to practice generative-ideation for co-design with 
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READING GUIDE
This PhD generally uses the sixth editions of the 
Publication Manual of the American Psychological 
Association (APA, 2010) and the APA Style Guide to 
Electronic References (APA, 2012). There are a number 
of exceptions used throughout this research and the 
following guide is provided to assist the reader navigate 
these particularities.
This research aims to provide a textual and 
visual document that creates clear connections between 
the written discussion and reflection and the diagrams, 
photographs and videos created by myself and others 
for the reader. The connection between the text and the 
visual material is highlighted using the → symbol and bold 
Arial font. This symbol may signify an in-text connection 
between the text and an upcoming or previous figure 
or chapter. The symbol may also signify an out-of-text 
connection through a hyperlink to my own video or an 
online video resource.
For the artefacts that I created, an in-text citation 
is provided including my surname ‘Zagami’ followed by 
the year they were made. For the artefacts created by 
others, a full citation including permission granted by the 
copyright holder is provided in the ‘List of Figures’ under 
the Reference List.
This research describes my urban design practice 
in relation to my client and therefore uses direct quotes 
from him made during the interviews indicated at the 
beginning of Chapters 7 and 8. These quotes appear in the 
Lacrima font. 
While specific references are made to “non-expert” 
developer-clients within the research, this categorisation 
applies to all mentions of ‘clients’ throughout the document.
non-expert developer-clients. The curator and steward 
roles are each characterised by their active and deliberate 
moves to mediate and negotiate with non-expert developer-
clients as co-designers. I argue that multiple variations 
of moves between these roles are necessary to enable 
urban designers and their non-expert clients to consider 
and co-create their own preferred urban futures with 
their selected community. This approach to co-design 
encourages urban designers and their non-expert clients to 
embrace complexity, conflict and tension in order to share 
control of the process and open up projects to unknown 
potentialities that serve the needs of people and place.
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We got slapped out.  
—My client, 2012
Chapter 1. 
Acting without authority.
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This is how my client recalled my first attempt to change 
how, what and why I design as an urban designer. This 
PhD begins with a ‘reflection-on-action’ (Schön, 1991) to 
explain how my client’s comment provided the catalyst 
for my research into alternate communication and client 
engagement methods. The development project at the 
centre of this research involved land in an industrial 
precinct at the western edge of Brunswick, a suburb 
located in the inner north of Melbourne, Australia. Since 
2006, the seven industrial sites within the 17,000 square 
metre precinct had transitioned from production and 
manufacturing operations to storage, servicing and small-
scale wholesaling activities, reflecting the industrial 
decline experienced by the wider suburb. Since 2008, my 
client had advocated to the Moreland City Council (the 
council) on behalf of the landowners in the precinct for 
non-industrial activities to be permitted on the land. His 
recollection of being ‘slapped out’ by the council related 
to a presentation he and I made as part of his advocacy 
efforts in 2012.
Our presentation to the council responded to the 
Brunswick Structure Plan (Moreland City Council, 2010a, 
2010b) which sought to guide the evolution and growth 
of Brunswick until 2022–2027. The plan identified areas 
for major change or future investigation → figure 1. My 
client’s site was located in Area 4 and identified for future 
investigation despite recommendations by Planning Panels 
Victoria to allow a mix of land uses including residential 
activities within the precinct (Report of Independent 
Panel, 2004). The audience for the presentation included 
a member of the Victorian State Parliament, local 
Councillors, the council CEO and council planners and 
urban designers. In order to convince these decision-
makers that change was appropriate for the precinct, my 
client and I presented a video-based story about future-
oriented mixed modes of living and working for the precinct 
titled ‘The Brunswick Living Factory’. My hypothesis was 
that an alternate post-industrial narrative could shift the 
council’s perceptions about what constituted incompatible 
land uses and thereby shift the discussion beyond the 
limitations of their projected future of stasis.
Our presentation was designed to communicate a 
rationale for change rather than proposing a specific design 
solution because our initial challenge was to convince 
the council to rezone the precinct and enable a mix of 
land uses. I began with an overview of our proposition 
by framing the precinct as made up of recreational and 
open space assets rather than defined by its industrial 
past → figure 2. I argued that the council’s approach was 
committed to protecting an outdated concept of industrial 
activities as large-scale and unwieldy operations that 
necessitated a separation from residential environments. 
I highlighted the initial urban growth of Brunswick in 
the early 20th Century as a mix of spaces for working, 
Figure 1: The Brunswick Structure Plan restricted the use and development of my 
client’s site and the surrounding precinct to industrial activities and prohibited any 
form of spatial mix for the immediate future (Moreland City Council, 2010a, p. 6- 7).
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VOLUME 1 : STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK
The Brunswick Structure Plan comprises four volumes as follows:
Volume 1: The Strategic Framework provides the overarching vision 
and planning framework for the Brunswick Activity Centre. It outlines 
the issues facing the Activity Centre as a whole, and the general 
objectives and strategies that will be used for the planning of the 
Activity Centre. In doing this, it deﬁnes a strategic framework that 
provides the basis for the more detailed planning of Volume 2.
Volu e 2: Local Area Structure Plans is comprised of three parts: a 
structure plan for each of the three local areas:
?? ????????????????????????????????????????????
?? ???????????????????????????
?? ???????????????????????????????
Volume 3: The Background Report provides a detailed discussion of 
the issues facing the Activity Centre and contains a summary of the 
ﬁndings of the technical reports that inform the Structure Plan.
Volume 4: The Implementation Plan prioritises the actions required 
to achieve the vision set by the Brunswick Structure Plan over ﬁve 
and ten year timeframes. It indicates who is primarily responsible 
for each action, and costing and funding regimes. The long term 
implementation plan will be supplemented by annual reports on 
what has been achieved in the preceding year, and what work will be 
undertaken in the forthcoming year.
1.2 HOW THE PLAN IS ORGANISED
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learning and living as an important pathway forward 
→ figures 3 & 4. I presented the ‘Brunswick Living Factory’ 
as an alternate future that re-imagined the industrial 
precinct as a place for recreation, living and working 
→ figure 5. The underlying concept was the renewal of the 
live/work combinations of Brunswick’s manufacturing 
past to cater for the types of businesses inhabiting 21st 
century Brunswick. The proposal centred around a ground 
level fabrication laboratory as a facility for emerging 
businesses and a learning and social space for the 
community. I concluded the presentation with a specific 
request that the Councillors support an amendment to 
the Moreland Planning Scheme that rezoned the precinct 
from ‘Industrial’ to ‘Mixed Use’ → figure 6. Such a change 
of zoning would have enabled a wider range of residential 
and non-residential activities on the land, as well as 
greater development densities, to create a place that better 
catered for the mix of people and businesses emergent in 
21st-century Brunswick.
The response from the council was less than 
enthusiastic. The Mayor immediately intervened to 
question why the council should trust us and rejected the 
proposal. After the meeting, my client declared that ‘we 
got slapped out’ because my proposal was unprofessional. 
I interpreted this remark as a judgment on my character 
and that I was naive and lacked the necessary experience 
to use video as a communication tool. While I found the 
criticism difficult to accept at the time, the experience 
later activated reflection and clarified the problems I 
needed to address. The speculative proposal represented 
my own utopian vision, one that I created in isolation from 
my client and without his shared understanding and input. 
To avoid diluting my own vision, I had not invited him to 
participate in the design process. Effectively, I had replaced 
council’s pursuit of a singular vision with my own. This 
‘reflection-on-action’ (Schön, 1991) provided the basis for 
my research enquiry by clarifying that I needed to unpack 
my adopted process and refine my practice based on a more 
substantive grounding in collaborative and communicative 
approaches to design. Figure 2: ‘Brunswick Central Parklands Community Hub Proposal’ sought to define the context of the site around the recreational and open space assets rather than the 
industrial past (Zagami, 2012).
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Figure 5: ‘Building for Brunswick in the 21st Century’ used an above ground panning 
shot over the industrial precinct to re-imagine the place for new types of live/work 
combinations (Zagami, 2012).
Figure 6: ‘The next chapter’ outlined our specific requests of the council to support 
the rezoning request and our own commitment to deliver the proposed live/work 
scenario (Zagami, 2012).
Figure 3: ‘Rethinking how we protect the legacy’ framed the problem as council’s 
overarching protection of industrial land (Zagami, 2012).
Figure 4: ‘A proud history of making & learning’ challenged the protection of 
industrial land by highlighting the mixed nature of Brunswick’s urban fabric in the 
early 20th Century where the brickworks, housing and technical schools co-existed 
(Zagami, 2012).
p. 19Ch. 1
Chapter 2.  
Renewing my urban design 
practice.
Unavoidably, urban design 
and urban evolution possess a 
necessary coincidence, a 
relationship that architectural 
design cannot accommodate. 
Indeed, this need to see 
evolution and design as 
opposing forces is not merely a 
point of debate; it constitutes a 
necessary ideological construct 
in the survival of the 
architectural profession. 
— Alexander Cuthbert  
(2011, p. 294)
p. 21
This chapter explains the epistemology, theories 
and methodology that I used to carry out this research 
and achieve my aim to refine my practice based on a more 
substantive grounding in collaborative and communicative 
approaches to urban design. 
EPISTEMOLOGY AND THEORETICAL 
PERSPECTIVES
This research enquiry adopted a constructivist 
epistemological stance as it was primarily interested 
in iteratively developing tools and approaches through 
practice. In the Foundations of Social Research (1998), 
Michael Crotty defines constructivism as “the view that all 
knowledge, and therefore all meaningful reality as such, is 
contingent upon human practices, being constructed in and 
out of interaction between human beings and their world, 
and developed and transmitted within an essentially social 
context” (p. 42). According to Crotty, different people may 
construct meaning in different ways, even in relation to 
the same phenomenon, such as between those in different 
eras or cultures. All meanings that were developed through 
this research were considered constructions of knowledge, 
rather than being treated as objective knowledge. The 
constructionist position also proposes that designing in 
itself is not research unless it is accompanied by reflection 
on the process of making (Cross, 2001; Dorst, 2008). 
According to Cross (1999), design knowledge is found in 
people, processes and products which relate to three design 
knowledge domains: designerly ways of knowing, practices 
and processes of design, and the form and configuration 
of artefacts. Cross (2001) defines the study of designerly 
ways of knowing within the constructivist “epistemology 
of practice” (p. 53–54) developed by Schön (1991) under 
the term ‘reflective practice’. This research was conducted 
through practice which in this case involved both the early 
stages of the urban design process and client engagement 
where the epistemological stance could not be decided in 
advance but was extracted from reflection. The theoretical 
perspectives employed in this research were largely 
interpretivist, an approach which Crotty (1998) defines as 
searching “for culturally derived and historically situated 
interpretations of the social life-world” (1998, p. 67). This 
research sought to understand process rather than explain 
facts in order to recognise and mitigate the role that my 
own biases played in the research.
Practice-based research
This PhD was undertaken as a practice-based research 
project, which Candy and Edmonds (2018) define as “an 
original investigation undertaken in order to gain new 
knowledge, partly by means of practice and the outcomes 
of that practice” (p. 63). In this research, the term ‘practice-
led’ was understood as “research [which] leads primarily to 
new understandings about practice” (Candy & Edmonds, 
2018, p. 64) because it: 
does not depend upon the creation of an artifact but 
is nevertheless founded in practice. It can refer to a 
situation where a curator, seeking to understand how 
to develop better approaches to creating exhibitions, 
carries out studies into the nature of that practice 
and identifies the relative effectiveness of existing 
approaches from which new practice is developed. 
The outcomes may be shared in the form of principles, 
models, frameworks and guidelines (Candy & 
Edmonds, 2018, p. 65). 
My ongoing practical application and development 
of tools and approaches, in paid and unpaid consultancy 
and industry conference contexts, alongside my role as a 
PhD candidate, ensured this research was practice-based. 
I undertook the research as a PhD Candidate at the Royal 
Melbourne Institute of Technology’s ‘Design Futures Lab’ 
and as an urban designer at ‘Planning Studio on Peel’, an 
urban design and planning consultancy established by 
my father and I in 2011.  This research sought to change 
current urban design practice through an approach to 
generative-ideation for co-design with developer-clients. 
Given this type of research positions practice as an integral 
part of its method, it often falls within action research 
(Candy, 2006).
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action research methodology enabled me to act according 
to different propositions and with different processes and 
tools to examine the design problem and thereby deepen 
and develop the design process. 
This research constituted two action research 
cycles which are explained in Chapters 3 to 8 → figure 8. 
Action Research Cycle 1 related to Chapters 3 and 4 and 
occurred between May 2015 and February 2016. I initiated 
this first cycle based on the proposition that I could 
develop my generative-ideation practice my combining 
walking and video-making as an alternate way to observe 
and understand place. I then revised this proposition and 
explored how these modes of generative-ideation could 
Action research
This PhD employed action research within a discipline 
that traditionally uses more detached modes of social 
science research methods to understand the practices 
of urban designers and developer-clients. Linda Candy 
(2006) describes action research as an “intervention in 
order to study impact of change on a given situation and 
thereby understand the situation under consideration” 
(p. 16). She explains that action research originated in the 
social sciences in the 1940s as a theory-based approach 
to acquire knowledge to change social systems. Action 
research is characterised as “telling ourselves a story 
about ourselves” (Steier, 1992, p. 3), and was appropriate 
for my enquiry because I was part of the context I was 
investigating. The purpose of foregrounding a story about 
refining my approach and tools was to focus on how I 
could improve my urban design practice in a way that was 
of benefit to my client, as well as other urban designers 
working in similar contexts. The research therefore 
focused on communicating the improvements of my 
practice so that the new knowledge may be adopted by 
other urban designers. 
The action–reflection cycle
Action research operates as a cyclical process and within 
this research, I deployed two action research cycles 
according to Kemmis and McTaggart’s ‘action research 
spiral’ (2000) → figure 7. The research structure included 
provision for multiple repetitions of cycles until the 
desired outcome was found, or the problem was re-framed 
and tested again. This led to a continual process of 
learning and improvement where my propositions and 
actions evolved with each iteration following reflection 
on the effects and results of the actions. This reflective 
practice model was how my urban design practice 
was iterated because for the reflective practitioner 
“experimenting is a kind of action, implementation is 
built into his inquiry” (Schön, 1991, p. 68). As the context 
continued to change during the course of the research, the 
Figure 7: This research deployed two action research cycles according to the ‘action 
research spiral’ model with the exception that ‘Plan’ was reframed as ‘Proposition’ 
(Kemmis & McTaggart, 2005, p. 564).
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be used with developer-clients. Action Research Cycle 2 
related to Chapters 6 to 8 and occurred between August 
2016 and May 2017. I initiated the second cycle based on 
the aim to develop my role as a co-designer. To achieve this, 
my first proposition was to curate a community of practice 
for my client. I then revised this proposition and facilitated 
slow and immersive site encounters for my client and 
me. I concluded the development of my co-design role by 
stewarding rapid and decisive learning experiences for my 
client and me.
Reflective practice
Schön’s concept of ‘reflection-on-action’ as put forward in 
The Reflective Practitioner (1991) provided the foundation 
for linking the action and practice-based research 
methodologies adopted in this research. Reflecting on 
each research phase provided a means to understand, 
analyse, evaluate and improve the way I approached each 
cycle and ultimately expand my urban design practice. The 
multiple action reflection cycles allowed me to make legible 
the contribution I made to urban design practice and 
communicate my findings to others.
 Community of practice
The use of the term ‘community of practice’ within this 
research differs from its conventional application within 
the context of industry and government, where the 
participation and collaboration of a group of actors are 
thought to facilitate the exchange of ideas (Lave & Wenger, 
1991; Wenger, 1998 ; Wenger, McDermott, Snyder, 2002 ; 
Wenger-Trayner, E & Wenger-Trayner, B, 2015). According 
to Wenger-Trayner, E & B, communities of practice are 
formed by “people who engage in a process of collective 
learning in a shared domain of human endeavor” (2015, 
para. 4). This form of collective learning can either be 
intentional or incidental, but the three key criteria include 
a shared domain of interest [1], by a group of practitioners 
[2] who collectively engage in activities and discussions to 
help each other and share information [3] (Wenger-Trayner, 
Figure 8: This research comprised two Action Research Cycles which occurred over a 
period of two years between May 2015 and May 2017.
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Action Research Cycle 1: May 2015 – February 2016
How to develop my generative-ideation practice?
Chapter 3
Combine walking and 
video-making?
Chapter 4
Rehearse communication 
with clients through video?
Action Research Cycle 2: August 2016 – May 2017
How to develop my role as a co-designer?
Chapter 6
Curate a community of 
practice for my client?
Chapter 7
Facilitate slow and 
immersive site 
encounters?
Chapter 8
Steward rapid and decisive 
learning experiences?
creative process…an internal conversation with peers and 
collaborators (and sometimes challengers) extending the 
social aspects of community also to individual thinking” 
(2017, p. 59). This research also argues that learning 
through a community of practice that has a diversity of 
voices beyond traditional built environment professions 
can help shift conversations with clients from focusing 
on the same recurring problems to developing a wider 
understanding of the problem itself.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The theoretical framework of this research was based on 
Alexander Cuthbert’s foundational text Understanding 
Cities: Method in Urban Design (2011). I used Cuthbert’s 
work to reorient the focus and structure of my practice as a 
unique and distinct discipline, separate from architecture 
and urban planning. Making such a distinction was 
necessary because since urban design theory emerged as a 
discourse in the 1960s, it had remained largely aligned with 
the deterministic thinking that underpins architectural 
theory and practice. Major urban design theorists such 
as Kevin Lynch (1960) and Christopher Alexander 
(Alexander, Ishikawa, Silverstein, 1977) provided their own 
visions about which urban form was most desirable, but 
overlooking the social, political or economic barriers to 
achieving change. Much of the contemporary urban design 
discourse remains fixated on urban structure and whether 
urban consolidation or suburban expansion is more 
preferable. The outcome of urban design practice is often 
dependent on which vision is adopted. For Cuthbert (2011), 
urban designers should focus on what kind of community 
people wish to belong to before determining form, and 
answering this question means attending to the economic, 
political and social conditions that impact the everyday life 
of a place (p. 294–297).
Cuthbert argues that urban designers need to 
establish a set of ‘meta methods’, an overarching practice 
methodology that is “not concerned with what to do about 
urban design projects, but how to think about what to 
do” (2011, p. 2). In order to change how an urban designer 
E & Wenger-Trayner, B, 2015). The fundamental difference 
between the Wenger-Trayners’ notion and the definition 
adopted within my research, and practice based design 
research more broadly, is that the former focuses on the 
collective activities of a group of practitioners, and the 
latter, on the individual practitioner. 
 For this project dissertation, the development 
of a community of practice served “to contextualize and 
position an individual research case study within a realm 
of practices for which the findings and outcomes of the 
research in question may have relevance and impact…
[and] reference the practice into adjacent practices that 
may exhibit different degrees of influence on the practice 
under scrutiny” (Blythe & Stamm, 2017, p. 58). With regard 
to the three key criteria of a community of practice that 
the Wenger-Trayners (2015) put forward, the following 
differences apply with my use of the term. 
 Firstly, the notion that a domain of interest must 
be shared, that membership requires commitment to 
that domain and a shared competence, are barriers to 
participation for local actors within different, yet adjacent, 
realms of practices. I argue that a community of practice 
does not merely involve practitioners, but also local actors 
such as business managers, site guardians and non-
human actors. The idea that members of a community of 
practice must have a shared practice limits the potential 
for transdisciplinary projects and learning from niche 
emergent practices that may not traditionally align with an 
urban designer’s own practice. 
 The second difference relates to the nature of 
learning. The Wenger-Trayners (2015) argue that members 
of the community must build relationships, care about their 
standing with each other, and interact and learn together. 
This research offers insight into how a community of 
practice develops through observation of the humans 
and non-humans of a place, including walkthroughs 
and observations of a site, attendance at events, and by 
reading online representations, activities that do not 
necessarily include direct conversations with people. 
Blythe and Stamm also touch on the understanding that a 
community of practice can operate as “self-talk during the 
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limited to determining a ‘perceived probable future’ by 
modelling, predicting and forecasting the most likely 
course of events. For Candy, this extrapolative, positivist 
approach is constrained to the dimensions of forward-
backward, good and bad, and is fundamentally “inadequate 
to the needs of an era characterised by rapid, frequently 
disruptive change” (2010, p. 22). Candy’s version of the 
‘futures cone’ illustrates that approaches focusing on 
probable futures inevitably ignore or overlook what else 
is possible or even preferable → figure 9. In order to 
expand the breadth and depth of potential worlds under 
consideration, he suggests that a generative phase, 
the creative thought process of brainstorming, should 
precede the normative judgment, sorting and pursuit of a 
specific vision. I translated Candy’s proposition into this 
research by introducing a generative-ideation phase prior 
to the planning process where I traditionally acted as an 
urban designer. My hypothesis was that by introducing 
an exploratory phase prior to judging, sorting and 
selecting a particular design scheme, my client and I could 
strategically consider a wider range of possible urban 
futures → figure 10. I offered this extended design process 
to my client through Planning Studio on Peel in 2015. By 
this stage, my client had engaged me to provide traditional 
planning and urban design services because the council 
had changed their perspective on the industrial precinct 
and allowed the land to be rezoned for a mix of uses.
Psychogeographic walking for urban designers
I initiated the transition of my practice towards the 
changing and evolving urban context through the act of 
walking as characterised by psychogeography. Walking 
is recognised within the urban design discourse as an 
embodied practice of everyday life involving a purpose-
driven sensibility and pre-reflective knowledge, and 
as a way of becoming acquainted with place while also 
intervening in it (Wunderlich, 2008). Yet in practice, urban 
design aims to promote walking rather than use walking as 
an approach to design. In the chapter ‘Walking in the City’ 
in The Practice of Everyday Life (1984, p. 91), de Certeau 
thinks about practising, he proposes that the discipline 
must separate itself from the legacies and traditions 
of architectural theory and practice. For Cuthbert, the 
architectural perspective that a building’s essential 
function is to mediate the relations between inside and 
outside manifests within urban design practice through 
concepts such as privacy, social closure and protection, 
which combine to establish buildings as closed systems. 
He argues that applying this perspective to the urban 
context, which is the focus of urban design practice, is 
fundamentally inadequate because context is not a thing, 
but an environment that is constantly undergoing change 
and evolution (p. 294–5). Cuthbert defines urban design 
as the generation of open systems focused on social 
interaction and communication in the public realm, using 
individual architectural elements and ambient space as 
its basic vocabulary. Cuthbert seeks to shift the focus of 
urban design to the processes of change and evolution 
that constitute the urban, rather than simply physical and 
aesthetic design issues.
This research embraced Cuthbert’s proposition that 
the core work of urban designers was not to preconceive 
how change will occur or how people could live, but to 
understand future scenarios that align with changing 
circumstances. In summary, the transition of my practice 
through this research was based on the following three 
inter-dependent propositions: 
—  urban design practice is a social and 
technical challenge, 
—  focused on the changing and evolving urban 
context (rather than buildings), 
—  with the aim to understand why change will 
occur and how people want to live.
Futures Studies 
Based on Cuthbert’s proposition that urban designers 
focus on the changing and evolving urban context, the 
discipline of Futures Studies formed a core part of the 
theoretical framework of this research. Stuart Candy 
(2010) argues that thinking about the future is often 
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posits that the act of walking has its own logic, enabling the 
walker to make ambiguous the legible order given to cities 
by urban planners. The notion that walking could assist me 
to put aside disciplinary principles and knowledge made it 
potentially useful for the purposes of focusing my practice 
on Cuthbert’s three core, interdependent propositions.
The Situationist International movement 
emerged in the late 1950s to establish the practice of 
psychogeography. Guy Debord defined the practice as 
“the study of the precise laws and specific effects of the 
geographical environment, whether consciously organised 
or not, on the emotions and behaviour of individuals” (1955, 
para. 2). Philosopher McKenzie Wark describes that the 
Situationists used a mode of walking called the ‘dérive’ 
to counteract the strict functionality and temporality 
imposed on the city by urban planners:
By wandering about in the space of the city according 
to their own sense of time, those undertaking a dérive 
find other uses for space besides the functional. 
The time of the dérive is no longer divided between 
productive time and leisure time. It is a time that 
plays in between the useful and the gratuitous. 
Leisure time is often called free time, but it is free 
only in the negative, free from work. But what would 
it mean to construct a positive freedom within time? 
That is the challenge of the dérive. … [it is] a new way 
of being in the world (2011, p. 68).
The transformation of psychogeography to a 
contemporary literary movement framed the dérive as a 
way for urban designers to explore “how to think about 
what to do” (Cuthbert, 2011, p. 2). The London writer Iain 
Sinclair created his own version of the dérive which he calls 
‘ambulant signmaking’. In London Overground: A Day’s Walk 
around the Ginger Line (2015), Sinclair uses this technique 
to foreground his own experience of place and reveal a 
subjectively critical lens towards larger societal patterns 
behind objects and surfaces. My research was primarily 
interested in whether walking based on Sinclair’s approach 
could assist me to develop a more open-ended, personal and 
participatory exploration and understanding of place. 
Figure 9: This research was guided by Candy’s proposition that addressing rapid and 
disruptive change requires thinking beyond the realms of the ‘perceived probable 
future’ (Candy, 2010, p. 35).
Figure 10: For the purpose of this research enquiry, I introduced a generative 
ideation phase prior to the planning process for my client’s project in order to 
strategically consider a wider range of possible and preferable urban futures for his 
site (Zagami, 2018).
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Reflexive video-making
Video has been historically used by urban designers as a 
tool to capture and reproduce two fundamental dimensions 
of the urban experience that photography could not: 
time and sound (Kallus, 2001). One of the earliest cases 
of incorporating film into urban design practice was 
William Whyte’s documentary ‘The Social Life of Small 
Urban Spaces’ (1980). Whyte used film to directly observe 
and map the activities and behaviours of pedestrians 
in public spaces → figure 11. He developed a practice of 
direct observation and quantitative analysis that became 
a powerful way to communicate new stories about the 
needs of street users to decision-makers. However, Whyte’s 
application of film also highlighted that attempts to 
quantify and systematise everyday life reduced people 
and place to whatever existed in his videos, photographs, 
notated plans and notebooks. This approach revealed what 
was happening on the street but not what was causing 
those behaviours and interactions to occur or evolve. The 
outcome was an urban design practice that articulated 
current functional needs of people and was therefore 
always acting retrospectively. As I was seeking to refine my 
practice to reveal a wider range of place-based futures, this 
research incorporated video-making techniques from film-
based practices. 
The documentary film genre provides insight into 
how subjective and objective records of place can be merged 
to form lived spaces by revealing the emotional effects of 
the territory in the subject. Patrick Keiller’s film London 
(1994) is a documentary defined by a constant interaction 
between the fictional nature of place-based narrative and 
images. London has been defined as “a reflexive journey 
documentary … part of [a] growing tradition that takes the 
attributes and ethos of observational cinema (its interest 
in contemporary life, detail, personalities, mannerisms) 
as the basis for reflexive films that simultaneously debate 
these observational foundations” (Bruzzi, 2006, p. 109–110). 
Keiller constructed the film by independently writing 
first-person narratives and subsequently connecting 
them with the images → figure 12. The result has been 
Figure 11: An example of the omniscient filmic perspective adopted by Whyte in order 
to quantify pedestrian behaviours in public spaces in New York (Whyte, 1980).
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characterised as “long-held and enigmatically framed still 
images and their unexpected juxtapositions between sound 
and image and between one image and the next” (Dave, 
2000, p. 339). The film can be interpreted in an objective 
or subjective manner within the fictional story because it 
uses real landscapes from the character’s point of view: 
the camera. The ‘mise-en-scène’ established by Keiller 
framed the urban experience in very particular ways as all 
shots were generally locked-off or fixed with no movement 
between them. I initiated my generative-ideation practice 
with a form of reflexive video-making based on the framing 
and process of assembly adopted by Keiller in London. 
Although the form was similar to my original video-based 
presentation to the council, my contention was that an 
adaptation of Keiller’s technique could establish a format 
more suitable for the purpose of generative-ideation.
Co-design
In order to strengthen the capacity of my practice to enable 
client participation, I used co-design as an approach to the 
generative-ideation phase of my client’s project. Co-design 
builds on the tradition of Scandinavian participatory 
design which emerged in the 1960s as a practice concerned 
with the relationships between new technologies and 
workers. Design researchers observed that without skills 
in designing computer technologies, workers were limited 
to either accepting or rejecting new technologies that were 
severely disrupting their existing web of tacit knowledge, 
work-flow and work tools. A third way was developed to 
recognise and leverage workers’ craft knowledge, providing 
new tools to support, rather than disrupt, their work 
(Spinuzzi, 2005). Co-design can generally be understood 
as an evolution of participatory design that seeks to 
recognise all stakeholders of an issue rather than just the 
users (Steen, 2013). As a consequence, co-design reflects 
a fundamental change in the traditional designer – client 
relationship by enabling each to creatively contribute in the 
formulation of problems and solutions.
Urban design practice has seen a shift towards 
more participatory modes of design. In Melbourne, 
Figure 12: An example of how Keiller’s film-making technique in London combined 
video with first-person narratives and juxtaposed sound and image to convey the 
journey and discoveries of the protagonist (Keiller, 1994).
Like many autodidacts, he is prone to misconceptions 
about his subjects, but as there is no one at the University 
to oversee him, his position is relatively secure.
Robinson reads Montaigne. It is good to be born in 
depraved times, for by comparison with others, you are 
reckoned virtuous at little cost.
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images and models. As a consequence, tools and settings 
represent particular knowledge, ideas and perspectives 
and thus form an active role in the on-going process of 
urban design. While the affordances of communication 
practices serve as framing processes, Biddulph argues that 
stakeholders themselves frame urban design processes 
according to their own interests and experiences. Based on 
Biddulph’s proposed link between communication tools and 
settings and the process of design, this research explored 
how scenario-building and walking with clients could assist 
in negotiating different knowledge, ideas and perspectives 
for co-design.
Scenario-building
This research used scenario-building exercises for 
co-design in order to explore, debate and shape possible 
futures (McGrail & Gaziulusoy, 2014). Scenario-building 
exercises often involve urban design practice when part of 
wider strategic planning projects and have become more 
common due to the availability of spatial data visualisation 
and interactive analysis. Traditional scenario-planning 
techniques are often critiqued for their inadequate 
consideration of uncertainties and an overemphasis on 
picking a preferred future (Chakraborty, Kaza, Knaap, 
& Deal, 2011). The discipline of Futures Studies uses 
scenarios as exploratory, normative or predictive stories 
about the future, aimed towards influencing the emerging 
future. As distinct from a vision as an image of a preferred 
future, a scenario is a “story with plausible cause and effect 
links that connects a future condition with the present, 
while illustrating key decisions, events, and consequences 
throughout the narrative” (Glenn, 2006, p. 2). I used 
scenarios in this research to develop new perspectives 
on the future in order to influence present behaviour 
and thinking (Dixon et al., 2013). There is little research 
to suggest that scenarios have been operationalised as 
learning experiences for urban designers and developer-
clients engaged in co-design, particularly at the scale of an 
individual site. The scenarios I developed for, and with my 
client in this research merged my own intuitive evidence 
organisations such as ‘CoDesign Studio’ and ‘Nightingale 
Housing’ are invested in enabling inhabitants to become 
more actively involved in the design process. However, 
despite the popularity of collaborative approaches, 
co-design remains under-investigated in the context 
of urban design practice and non-expert developer-
clients. One particular gap in the research relates to how 
co-design can move beyond human needs and the human 
experience of the world in order to adequately deal with 
long-term and structural urban problems. Although  
participatory design seeks to increase the network of 
participants and the extent of participation, the role of 
non-humans in the design process often remains invisible 
(Rice, 2018, p. 253). Andersen et al. (2015) argues that 
there is a very clear dichotomy in participatory design 
between human participants on one side and non-human 
on the other. Forlano (2016) argues that by evolving 
methodologies to decenter the human and consider the 
roles and perspectives of non-humans, designers might 
find pathways towards asking the right questions of 
corporations, governments and of ourselves as designers. 
This research sought to investigate this gap in urban 
design research on methodologies through the lends of 
communication settings and tools.
Alongside the under-investigated approaches to 
co-design with non-expert clients, urban design research 
also overlooks the impacts of communication settings 
and tools on the design process and instead, focuses on 
the outcome of an urban design process (Inam, 2002, 
2011; Carmona & Wunderlich, 2012; Carmona, 2014). This 
research also focused on the way in which urban design 
practice centers human needs and experiences through 
the use of particular visual analysis tools. On the matter of 
urban design communication, Mark Biddulph argues that 
a critical yet overlooked part of urban design practice is to 
“understand the link between the way that a place has been 
understood through how it is represented, and the resulting 
process of design for places” (2014, p. 293). He proposes 
that communication practices shape and mediate the 
relationships between urban designers and clients through 
professional settings, meetings and hearings, and tools, 
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Semi-structured interviews
Urban design research regularly uses interviews to better 
understand and evaluate the experience of participants. 
I used semi-structured interviews with my client in this 
research to facilitate as much openness in our discussions 
as possible, and to allow the general order of topics and 
questions to be “substantially modified based on the flow 
of the interview, and additional unplanned questions ... 
asked to follow up on what the interviewee says” (Robson 
& McCartan, 2016, p. 285). I received ethics approval from 
the RMIT Human Research Ethics Committee for my 
client’s participation and the letter of approval is provided 
at Appendix 1 (CHEAN B 20441-09/16 “Urban Design 
and the Shaping of Everyday Life”). For the purposes of 
anonymity and to comply with the ethics approval given to 
this research, a pseudonym is used in place of my client’s 
name and the precise address of his site is withheld. This 
research involved three interviews in Action Research 
Cycle 2 which were audio recorded with my client’s consent. 
I analysed each interview to draw out themes which I 
reflected on and used to refine my expanded practice for 
the following phase of the Action Research Cycle.
Although the number of interviews was limited 
to three and involved only a single client participant, 
Robson and McCartan note, “[t]he exigencies of carrying 
out real world studies can mean that the requirements for 
representative sampling are very difficult, if not impossible, 
to fulfil” (2016, p. 282). As such, the recruited client could be 
described as purposive sampling, where “the researcher’s 
judgement as to typicality or interest” (Robson & 
McCartan, 2016, p. 281) was used. Nevertheless, the sample 
used was biased in a number of ways. My client was known 
to, and worked with, Planning Studio on Peel and was 
willing for his project to be brought into the research. He 
is a professional builder who runs his own company which 
primarily builds single dwellings in inner-city Melbourne. 
His experience with property development dates back to 
2002 and is limited to a number of single and multi-unit 
developments. This limited experience positions my client 
within the category of ‘non-expert’ developer-clients, and 
developed through walking and video-making, with case 
studies of local and international housing based on an 
analysis of urban trends.
Walking with clients
The design thinker John Thackara (2014) argues that how 
practitioners and stakeholders meet is as important as 
why they meet. For Thackara, a return to the embodied, 
situated and unmediated modes of communication that 
existed prior to mass media can facilitate more meaningful 
experiences and effective learning opportunities between 
people. This research initially used walking for the purpose 
of developing my own generative-ideation practice, and 
then used it for the purpose of co-designing with my client. 
Walking has been used by ethnographic researchers to 
observe, experience and make sense of a place alongside 
participants (Bates & Rhys-Taylor, 2017) and researchers 
have found that ‘talking whilst walking’ enables 
interviews to be informed by the lives of participants 
and the landscapes in which they live (Anderson, 2004). 
Anderson argues that sharing conversations in place and 
at participants’ pace allows researchers to appreciate 
the transient, embodied and multi-sensual aspects of the 
social. Promoted as an alternate to office-based meetings, 
‘walkshops’ have been used by groups to conduct workshops 
through walking by actively engaging with a landscape 
which is used as stimuli for discussion and reflection. 
Walkshops differ to typical meetings in that they are 
“purposively more fluid and flexible, with conversation 
encouraged to flow on, around and beyond the set topic 
of concern in an organic and dynamic manner” (Wickson, 
Strand, Kjølberg ; 2015, p. 243). Further, they emphasise 
the importance of people spending extended time together 
to get to know each other on levels that are deeper than 
standard meeting encounters facilitate. This body of 
research suggested that exploring local settings with my 
client on foot could generate alternate and more nuanced 
understandings of place and assist in developing our 
collaborative partnership.
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therefore, this research relates to the specific capacities 
and expertise, expectations, roles and processes that exist 
within the partnership between an urban designer and non-
expert client. My client was also a potential stakeholder 
in the research because he was directly interested in the 
issues involved. In order to circumvent these limitations 
and garner a variety of perspectives from my client on 
the issues being researched, a variety of communication 
tools and engagement processes were used, in different 
places and times, in order to heighten the opportunity for 
important issues and insights to be cross verified. 
SUMMARY
This chapter described how and why I used mixed methods 
of two action research cycles and three interviews to 
achieve the aim of the research to transition my practice 
towards a more collaborative and communicative mode. 
After determining how I would carry out my research, I 
recognised that I first needed to develop my capacity to 
undertake generative-ideation. To initiate the first Action 
Research Cycle, I decided to undertake my own walk and 
video-making to test the ways in which they enabled me to 
engage with place and expand my disciplinary knowledge. 
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Most of the time walking is 
merely practical, the 
unconsidered locomotive 
means between two sites.  
To make walking into an 
investigation, a ritual, a 
meditation, is a special subset 
of walking, physiologically like 
and philosophically unlike the 
way the mail carrier brings the 
mail and the office worker 
reaches the train. 
— Rebecca Solnit 
(2001, p. 3)
Chapter 3. 
Generating an ambulatory 
place-based discourse. 
p. 45
Provoking personal place-based narratives
For this first part of ARC1, I applied Iain Sinclair’s method 
of ambulatory discourse from London Overground (2015) 
to form the purpose and posture of my personal approach 
to walking. For Sinclair, the purpose of walking is to extract 
new narratives from a place by inhibiting the “reflex 
systems of censorship” (p. 160) and generating non-habitual 
thoughts. To discover new narratives, Sinclair advocates a 
This chapter explains the first part of Action Research 
Cycle 1 (ARC1) which was initiated by the proposition 
that I could develop my generative-ideation practice by 
combining walking and video-making → figure 13. My walk 
through the neighbourhood took place in May 2015 and 
encompassed the area designated by the local council for 
significant change, Sydney Road, and the area selected 
for future investigation, Brunswick Central Parklands. 
The walk began at the southern end of Sydney Road, the 
primary north-south road in Brunswick, and moved in a 
northerly direction. At the junction with Albert Street, the 
second part of the walk headed west towards the Brunswick 
Central Parklands where my client’s site was located. I 
documented signals of change on video as an inventory tool 
to reference after the walk → figure 14. My hypothesis was 
that combining walking and video-making could facilitate 
an open-ended, personal and participatory exploration of 
place to provide insights for generative-ideation beyond the 
disciplinary boundaries of urban design.
Figure 13: The first part of ARC1 involved walking through the neighbourhood of my 
client’s site and documenting change through video in May 2015 (Zagami, 2018).
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Figure 14: The route of my walk through the areas of significant change (right) and 
future investigation (left) of Brunswick (Zagami, 2018; Google Maps, 2018).
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Action Research Cycle 1
How to develop my generative-ideation practice?
Chapter 3 Proposition 
May 2015
Combine walking and 
video-making as a mode 
of generative-ideation
Chapter 4 Revised 
proposition 
June 2015 –  
February 2016
Part 1
Part 2
Act & 
Observe
Walking,  
video-making & 
autoethnography
what could well be ‘New Brunswick’ – an apartment building 
entirely unreferenced to its own place – the upper facade 
designed as a corporate logo, the monotony standing firmly in 
front of any signs of human life. But I’m particularly struck 
by the ground level which is entirely empty – confused real 
estate agents suggesting the space could be used for an office, 
shop or café.
This is urban design as mere speculation on a 
favourable response from the market. I imagine the building 
was once an image of success, a rendering held up to appease 
clients, the community and council, a projection of who the 
project team and council wanted to see here: consumers. 
Images of success feed our consumptive sensibility and satisfy 
our never-ending aspirational state, but just looking like 
something doesn’t obviously make you that thing. 
The building is based on a strategy of consumption 
and the assumption that past consumer behaviours will 
repeat themselves. The strategy assumes people ask, ‘what can 
I get out of life’ not ‘what can I put back in’. The industrial 
reason for this brick facade has long disappeared. To avoid 
thinking about new ways of generating value, urban designers 
stick to cosmetic treatment.
I arrive at the Albert Street corner – the central 
axis of my walk. Here transformation is not visible in new 
buildings but the symbols of marketing – flags, fountains, 
renders, brochures and models. A quick visit into the sales 
office and I’m alerted to the proximity of the building to 
surrounding cafés, restaurants and the city by car — the 
apartments are being sold based on the ease at which I can 
escape them. The plans illustrate a building that is 8 levels 
above ground, 3 below – over a quarter of the building is 
submerged, an underground world of carparking, basement 
cinemas and elevators, transporting residents directly from 
parked car to apartment door. No space or time to stop in 
between – the promoters are after buyers who aspire to the 
condition of fluid.
All of this appears bound up in the name of the 
urban design exercise, ‘Brunswick Heart’. Although the 
heart traditionally provides oxygen and nutrients to the 
body, this building’s reason for being is to draw from the 
surrounding body of infrastructure. The building might be 
certain posture or stubbornness that compels the walker 
to go out of their knowledge to ensure “every encounter 
becomes a potential fiction” (p. 167). Walking in this way 
involves a re-temporalisation in order to understand that 
everything happens in the present – the past, present 
and future co-exist. Sinclair argues that walkers must be 
deliberate, hyper-observant and alert to newness, engaging 
all the senses and reaching out to things they are not an 
expert in, observing things of the everyday as if they offer 
glimpses of a much bigger pattern at work in society. 
I developed my own variation on Sinclair’s approach 
by documenting my experience through video. I recorded 
signals of change with a Point-and-Shoot digital camera 
using the observational technique adopted by Patrick 
Keiller in the film London (1994) → www.bit.ly/2J4PUdO. 
I initially encountered a new public space established 
by the local council and recently completed mixed-use 
developments. Although the walk was undertaken on a week 
day around mid-morning, many of my recordings showed few 
people present. The absence of human presence and the use 
of still, lingering frames formed an integral part of my video 
technique and opened up space for speculating about how 
the places came into being → figures 15–17. Upon reviewing 
the videos after the walk, I wrote the following narrative 
describing my experience of the first part of the walk. 
First narrative
Symbols of change flow thick and fast – a re-designed shopping 
centre around a laneway as art precinct, 24hr CCTV coverage 
and the ghost bike of a recently crushed cyclist from Italy. The 
most apparent sign I encounter is a new public space. A boarding 
informs me that the local council are using public security as an 
excuse for closing off a street and dumping a climbing rock. This 
hunk of metal, like the idea itself, appears to have materialised 
out of nowhere, its impact causing the surrounding urban 
fabric to part in its wake. A QR code takes me to Youtube where 
council’s place-maker notifies me that a local resident simply 
mentioned the idea. Place-making ‘off the cuff’. 
I progress upstream to search for more evidence. 
Only a short walk north and I find a pre-eminent example of 
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Figures 15a–b: The first signal of urban renewal I encountered was the new Wilson 
Avenue public space, the premise of which appeared to be beautification rather than 
any particular strategic rationale (Zagami, 2015).
Figures 16a–b: I found that the place-less buildings I encountered had defaulted to 
catering for past consumer behaviours (Zagami, 2015).
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more accurately called the Brunswick Parasite. The language 
of advertising allows us to escape as well as contemplate 
reality. The Brunswick Heart feels symbolic, representative 
of a more insidious stage of urbanisation. Unlike London’s 
overground project, this is not being led by a new railway but 
by the bolt-hole culture – the notion that a home is simply a 
bed, toilet, sink and car space and the most important element 
is the ease of coming and going. Perhaps this is the curse of 
New Brunswick: by emphasising elsewhere rather than here, 
the new buildings of Brunswick are themselves ghosts. New 
Brunswick is a pending ghost city.
My initial dialogue with the place revealed the tension I 
sensed between Brunswick’s lost industrial heritage and 
the consumption-based future led by urban designers, 
developers and the local council. The second part of the 
walk revealed a way through this tension. I deviated away 
from Sydney Road in a westerly direction towards my 
client’s site, to where more developer-led futures were 
waiting to be unleashed by the council. Through my walk in 
and around the Brunswick Central Parklands, I recorded 
traces and activities of artists, families, dog-walkers, 
skaters, a basketballer and footballers → figures 18–20. 
After reflecting on the videos after the walk, I wrote a 
second narrative.
Second narrative
The walk out of the designated centre provides an instant 
release. This place is highly exposed, I’m reminded of the 
mirror room from the amusement park where space is 
expanded infinitely. The scattered nature of the trees means 
the parkscape never ends, a finale is only hinted at by the 
coloured graffiti on walls. As I float around the non-linear 
paths and over the undulating terrain, the graffiti becomes 
more and more apparent, the post-industrial landscape 
handing itself over to the artists. 
Well-trodden paths are signs of regularity. The 
graffiti itself presents as gestures and assertions, random 
codices that are part-sign and part-language. I can’t decipher 
any specific announcements but see a practice of refining art 
Figures 17a–b: I encountered the aspirations of promoters who envisaged the 
everyday life of a prospective buyer as mimicking the condition of fluid, constant 
movement (Zagami, 2015).
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through infinite acts of repetition. The expansive canvases of 
the industrial buildings enable artists to compulsively spray, 
returning, scraping off, setting aside, starting again. 
Vegetative caves, like the graffiti and pathways are 
evidence of a process of making, perhaps even a rebirthing of 
artist and place. Sinclair tells us that such processes finesse 
a narrative, the facsimile of a higher reality. Acts of making 
can be traced along these paths and in these caves, and the 
acting out of imagination and desire can be traced in the 
graffiti cans, beer bottles and Tibetan prayer flags. These are 
the material results of that desire and imagination – but also 
of that expression of belonging and affirming into the world – 
announcing I am here, I exist.
The place is full of processes embodying the discipline 
of repetition – the dog-walkers congregate, applaud and 
circulate. The basketballers shoot, miss and shoot again. 
The remaining manufacturers scrape, heave and sweat. 
The runners and walkers kneel, tie and begin again. In their 
own ways, these people are affiliating with acts of making – 
they’re driven by slow rhythms and the painstaking process of 
gradual improvement – where the upper body – arms, hands, 
shoulders, eyes, ears and mouths – works alongside the lower 
body. Life slows down. This rhythm stands in contrast with 
the notion emphasised by the marketing booth that life is one 
continuous motion between a series of interiors.
The unfussy tranquillity of the place keeps the 
behaviours, environments and mix of relationships in balance 
– energy is not wasted on formal beautification. At a moment 
when lives are becoming increasingly fragmented, I see 
evidence of the rare form of activity that relies on a continuing 
involvement. This space of freedom allows experimentation 
with ideas and techniques, risks, mistakes – it encourages 
inhabitants to lose themselves in order to find themselves. As 
a result, I see creators making generous offerings of time for 
excursions that unravel at their own speed. Occasionally these 
creators cross paths, sometimes they form groups, sometimes 
they go about their acts of production alone.
There is an aspect of legibility, or performativity, that 
seems crucial to this place. Participation in this place provides 
inhabitants a way to be seen to be doing what they do, as a 
performance of self, identity and affiliation. By participating 
Figures 18a–b: In the parklands I noticed repetitive gestures and assertions of 
inhabitants through material traces (Zagami, 2015).
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Figures 19a–c: My elongated observations revealed human-animal relationships 
and the shift from fragmented everyday lives to activities requiring continuous 
involvement (Zagami, 2015).
Figures 20a–c: I found that the indeterminacy of the place enabled a kind of risk-
taking, mistake-making and experimentation (Zagami, 2015).
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Sinclair’s ‘oracle of the walk’ (2015), or Candy’s ‘expansion 
of potential worlds’ (2010), suggesting that the basis for a 
design intervention should be imagining why the place will 
exist in the future.
This place is alive because the people come together in it 
rather than being alone. 
People do this for social reasons but choosing to be 
with others is also choosing to survive – it is choosing to have 
your existence verified by others.
New Brunswick has lost the knowledge of survival 
and existence – the sense of what it is to be living and what it 
means to be alive.
This place is a social space that is produced through 
essential social relations, a broad form of wealth that survival 
and existence are dependent upon. 
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The principal findings of the first part of ARC1 related to 
how my expanded generative-ideation practice enabled me 
to re-present the place as constituted by emergent, social 
and lived practices. In regard to the first research question, 
how might communication tools and client engagement 
processes come together in formats that are useful for 
urban designers interested in negotiating the design of 
emerging urban futures?, I discovered value in walking 
and video-making to derive my own localised intuitive 
knowledge about the partial, fragmented and subjective 
lived practices of place.
Foregrounding my personal and intuitive lens
By combining walking and video-making, I established a 
form of ambulatory place-based discourse that provided 
an opportunity to conceptualise myself as something 
other than my consultant role. By holding up the camera 
to document the place myself, a process of narrating 
commenced in a way that bridged how I saw and thought as 
an urban designer and how I saw, thought and felt myself. 
As a result, the video-walk assisted me in locating my 
here, these people are making a statement about a particular 
value that remains outside the register of consumerism 
without being overtly or consciously in opposition to it.
This place enables a way of being that operates on its 
own time-scale – no beginning or end – the place is a living 
cultural artefact in a continual state of being and becoming. 
The frenetic pace envisioned in New Brunswick is not relevant 
here. Through this observational lens I see evidence of a type 
of society that actually exists, rather than one in the hopes 
and dreams of promoters.
The second narrative described how I perceived 
material evidence as social traces or feedback loops. My 
conversation interpreted the materials in the videos as 
evidence of processes of making, imagination, desire, 
belonging, risk-taking and experimentation. These were 
human performances beyond the consumer-based activities 
designed for in Brunswick. While I perceived a loss of 
existence in the eastern part of the suburb, I found these 
performances to be acting out an existence. I understood 
the slow, repetitive rhythms of the place as nuances and 
possibilities that any design intervention should take 
heed of. When I retreated from the edges of the parklands, 
I found sites of social activity including people sharing 
space, coming together to walk, catch-up, train, clean 
and skate. I interpreted these activities as performances 
relating to self, identity, affiliation and belonging.
Third narrative
After reflecting on these sites of performances, I described 
them as emergent social processes rather than formal 
or technical conditions in need of change. Based on this 
observation, I found that the gaze of the films assisted in 
framing the place as a living cultural artefact in a continual 
state of having been, being and becoming. This framing 
revealed the fundamental problem with one of the core 
activities of urban design, place-making. I found that 
this place was already made, and any design intervention 
was entering an existing place. As a result, I wrote a 
third narrative as a reflective proposition in the form of 
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me to contribute my own artistic self. My narratives 
emerged from my own deeper mental landscape and 
assisted me in putting aside learnt urban design principles 
and knowledge. By embodying the intrinsic personal and 
subjective qualities so fundamental to works of artistic 
and literary fiction, my approach may be useful for urban 
designers to better understand that all accounts of place 
are incomplete. By recognising that our stories depend on 
where we look, we may make different choices when faced 
with the expectations, opinions, attitudes and world views 
of clients. Walking and video-making formed my preferred 
combination of creative practices, but other urban 
designers will need to reflect on how to best develop their 
own personal and intuitive lens. 
This first part of ARC1 suggested that the 
combination of walking and video-making could assist 
urban designers in coming to terms with their subjective 
experience of a place and recognise their experience as a 
partial representation of the wider society’s psychological 
relationship with the place. As an approach to generative-
ideation for urban designers, I found the video-walk 
useful to better understand the place as already existing, 
rather than something to be re-made or renewed prior to 
community engagement during the planning process. The 
approach could complement traditional ways of coming 
to understand place, such as pragmatic in-studio analysis 
and discourse which offers technical and formal ways to 
frame and define place elements, by providing speculative, 
associative and exploratory narratives. The outcome could 
be a posture of watchful anticipation and willingness to 
look for clues for how to act by trusting that potential 
solutions are already present.
From the self to the site
My understanding of what constituted the site of the 
development project shifted during this phase from 
the abstract idea of a property parcel to an ecology of 
particular emergent social practices, constituted by a 
range of systems. I had originally framed my client’s site 
as a problem to be solved by my own utopian vision. My 
own intuitive and personal observational lens to place. 
This occurred through a process that resembled Schön’s 
‘back talk’ (1991, p. 94) or reflective conversation with 
the materials of the situation, enabling me to merge the 
material and social conditions of the place. My reflective 
conversations resembled a form of autoethnography known 
as ‘personal experience narrative’, a term coined by Norman 
Denzin (1989) to describe the sort of representational 
practice where “social scientists take on the dual identities 
of academic and personal selves to tell autobiographical 
stories about some aspect of their experience in daily 
life” (Ellis and Bochner, 2000, p. 740). Butz and Besio 
(2009) describe this form of autoethnography as the 
outcome of “scholars who focus intensely on their own 
life circumstances as a way to understand larger social or 
cultural phenomena, and who often use personal narrative 
writing as a representational strategy that incorporates 
affect and emotion into their analyses” (p. 1665). 
The result of adopting a slow observational lens 
towards place was a renewed capacity to generate circular 
and associational narratives. I found walking useful as 
a chronological tool to structure and frame the three 
successive narratives as a string of related stories. The 
stories I generated were bound by my thematic search 
through the walk for what was causing the place-less and 
consumer-driven development. Each story also acted 
independently to delve into and amplify partial situations 
based on the material and mental landscapes I observed to 
become an exposition of my state of mind. I discovered that 
the structure and frame provided by the walk expanded 
the context for my participation as an urban designer 
by providing a situated context for curiosity around the 
ambiguous and unstable dynamics of place. Through 
video-making, I made my subjective experience of place, 
and my participation in the stories, something tangible 
and accessible. This approach to understanding place was 
therefore less tool oriented and more performative and 
reflexive because I was participating in the phenomena I 
was describing.
Incorporating an alternative approach to 
generative-ideation beyond traditional practice encouraged 
p. 61Ch. 3
Making time to experience time
This first part of ARC1 revealed that my argument for 
generative-ideation was that the basis for a development 
project should be to make the time to understand why it 
is occurring. Making the time for place engagement and 
reflection revealed the possibilities and nuances of the 
place that were more strategically important than jumping 
to imagine the future of the place. For example, the video-
walks assisted me in articulating my experience of time 
and space through the hurried spaces of Sydney Road 
and the slow and patient spaces around my client’s site. 
The approach enabled me to connect with place-based 
social and temporal conditions and therefore acted as a 
reminder that both myself as an urban designer, and the 
local inhabitants dwell in time and space. The strategic 
importance of this related to the depiction of my client’s 
site within the Brunswick Structure Plan as given, objective, 
unchanging, static, whole and continuous. In framing 
properties and precincts as independent physical elements, 
the temporality and socialness of place was flattened. The 
ability to slow down time by walking enabled me to observe 
with greater intensity and, as a consequence, I noticed the 
partial, fragmented and subjective human situations and 
circumstances that made up the place.
SUMMARY
At the conclusion of this first part of ARC1, I recognised 
that my generative-ideation practice could be further 
developed for the purpose of client participation. This 
phase confirmed the first research question;
How might communication tools and client 
engagement processes come together in formats 
that are useful for urban designers interested in 
negotiating the design of possible urban futures?
Based on the value I realised in video to re-present 
the social, emergent and lived practices of place, I decided 
to explore how the format could be used to engage 
developer-clients in generative-ideation for co-design.
new understanding of the site related to the localised lived 
practices of the place: the reason that a new development 
could exist. This change in understanding represented 
a shift from understanding the physicality of place to 
understanding social, emergent and lived processes 
and experiences. As an approach to reveal place-based 
processes, my mode of ambulatory discourse illustrated 
ways in which people and things get by in a manner that a 
list or a diagram does not. I found Actor Network Theory 
(Latour, 2005) useful to explain how the walk extended the 
plane of ‘actors’ to be considered because my narratives 
had attributed agency to non-humans as the sustenance 
and baggage of everyday life. Being in and engaging with 
the place provided the opportunity not only for me to speak 
with the materials of the place, but to witness the lived 
experiences and relationships of the humans and non-
humans of the place. 
The way my narratives foregrounded lived practices 
also resembled the concept of ‘behavioral archaeology’ 
(IDEO, 2003). The design agency ‘IDEO’ defines the 
concept as a way to “look for evidence of people’s activities 
inherent in the placement, wear patterns, and organisation 
of places and things [to reveal] how artifacts and 
environments figure in people’s lives, highlighting aspects 
of their lifestyle, habits, priorities and values” (2003, p. 
40). The video-walks I undertook were not intended to be 
as systematic or comprehensive as the IDEO approach 
but involved developing a sense of the varied and diverse 
nature of everyday life in a particular place. I observed 
categories of activities that did not fit within the nest of 
land uses imposed on urban design by planning regulations 
such as ‘Dwelling’, ‘Industry’, or ‘Leisure and recreation’. 
The video-walk disrupted these restricted definitions 
of everyday life by foregrounding shared, collective, 
even political experiences of place that involved effort, 
sacrifice and time. This research phase emphasised how 
my approach of place-engagement could re-shape what 
urban designers see and therefore what they design for. As 
a result, I concluded that the approach could potentially be 
used with my client.
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Can we reformulate our cities 
to endorse lingering and 
inquisitive inquiry around 
acts of production with the 
same enthusiasm we’ve done 
around acts of consumption? 
— Bryan Boyer 
(2014, para. 30)
Chapter 4. 
Rehearsing communication 
with clients through video.
p. 65
This chapter explains the second part of Action Research 
Cycle 1 (ARC1) which was initiated by the proposition 
that I could develop my generative-ideation practice by 
combining walking and video-making. This second part 
of ARC1 focused on developing open experiential models 
of video-making for client-engagement → figure 21. I 
undertook four video experiments in June – July 2015 
(Experiments 1 and 2) and February – March 2016 
(Experiments 3 and 4). The focus for these experiments 
was the increasing number of vacant ground levels of 
mixed-use developments that I had observed across inner-
city Melbourne, particularly in Brunswick → figure 22. 
Each experiment used varying production methods and 
combinations of video and sound to explore different ways 
of framing the ground level threshold as a problem to be 
addressed by my client and me → www.bit.ly/2ZTzzzA. I used 
a Sony Point-and-Shoot digital camera and the software 
package iMovie for compiling and editing all videos except 
those for the third experiment which used an iPhone and 
iOS application software.
Figure 21: The second part of ARC1 involved four video experiments between June 
2015 and February 2016 (Zagami, 2018).
Figure 22: A selection of 3 of 22 photos illustrating the empty ground levels of mixed-
use developments in inner-city Melbourne (Zagami, 2016).
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Action Research Cycle 1
How to develop my generative-ideation practice?
Chapter 3 Proposition 
May 2015
Combine walking and 
video-making as a mode 
of generative-ideation
Chapter 4 Revised 
proposition 
June 2015 –  
February 2016
Develop open experiential 
models of video-making 
for client-engagement
Part 1
Part 2Act &  
Observe
I performed, and 
critically reflected on, 4 
video experiments
exploring the problem
of ground level vacancies
in mixed-use buildings
Experiential sound-videos (Experiment 1)
My first experiment tested combinations of video and 
sound to communicate probable and possible uses of the 
interface between my client’s site and the surrounding 
public spaces. This experiment generated two ‘sound-
videos’ based on the French film theorist Michel Chion’s 
(1994) proposition that we audio-view film and video rather 
that see images and hear sounds independently. Chion 
suggests that both the video and sound materials can be 
manipulated to emphasise particular characteristics in 
the other. I used my own video footage of two aspects of 
the interface between my client’s site and the adjacent 
parkland; an intimately framed perspective from the corner 
of the park with a view outwards, and another oriented 
towards the existing built form in the background, with an 
opportunity for a public gathering place in the foreground. 
I used the first setting to frame a probable use of the space 
with the aid of an audio recording of a small-scale café. I 
used the second setting to communicate the possible use of 
the space for a large-scale political protest with the use of 
an intense and vocal soundscape of a demonstration from 
the Melbourne city centre → figures 23a–b. 
This experiment revealed that experiential sound-
videos could act to communicate the consequences and 
risks of probable and possible scenarios. My intention for 
the first video was to problematise cafés as the common 
denominator of mixed-use buildings. When applying 
the traditional tools of representation to my client’s 
site, a birds-eye perspective would illustrate a northern 
aspect and park frontage, making the appeal of a café 
appear undeniable. I found that my sound-video similarly 
promoted the setting as calm and picturesque and could 
potentially be interpreted as a desirable proposition 
by my client. However, the video could assist in raising 
questions about whether the mere presence of a café in this 
location would be a feasible proposition or if a non-tangible 
approach to design was required. I decided that if the video 
adopted the reverse perspective, from the park towards the 
café, I could make the complexities of the scenario at the 
site of the urban threshold more tangible and accessible 
Figure 23a: The first video was designed to problematise a consumer-based future on 
the site but acted to promote the traditional park-side cafe scenario (Zagami, 2015; 
magnesium1, 2014).
Sound of cutlery  
on crockery
Glasses  
clinking
Birds  
chirping
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to a developer-client. Alternatively, experimenting with 
multiple soundscape experiences over the same footage 
could assist to determine the appropriateness of particular 
scenarios through comparison. 
I found that the second video communicated a 
more visceral experience due to the frenetic soundscape. 
The scenario of a political protest in this setting seemed 
less likely and more out-of-place. The narrative arc of 
the speech provided a distinct beginning, middle and end 
which implied succession and created expectation within 
the story frame. In foregrounding the barriers embedded 
within the political system, the narrative raised questions 
about how designing futures also includes some people and 
excludes others. I concluded that the sound-video format 
could be useful to highlight which community, or parts of 
the community, were being designed for, or not. 
Dialogic montage (Experiment 2)
My second experiment explored the use of a montage of 
short shots to communicate the threshold between the 
building and street as an enabler and hinderer of social life. 
I used 15 videos of buildings in Brunswick and Collingwood, 
a nearby suburb that had experienced significant growth, 
with a specific focus on the pedestrian entrance. All shots, 
except the final one, were framed as fixed and front-on 
to the building and ran between five to ten seconds. The 
final shot was oriented across the building façade and ran 
for 25 seconds to follow a specific interaction between 
a pedestrian and building entrance. I selected Music in 
Circles, Pt.2 from the album Balance Problems (yMusic, 
2014) because it offered a similar temporal dynamic to the 
political speech of experiment 1. The piece of music began 
with an initial stark atmosphere that gradually gave way to 
growing succession, expectation and drama. My hypothesis 
was that the montage and musical layer could establish a 
coherent story between different buildings and times about 
the threshold edges of buildings → figure 24. 
The focused and repetitive gaze of the video 
provided a granularity of detail about the visible and 
invisible thresholds that lay spatial claims on the 
Figure 23b: The second video prompted thinking about how the proposed future 
would enable or hinder other future scenarios such as a large-scale public protest 
(Zagami, 2015; Meeson, 2014).
“Stand with the  
powerless”
“Both sides they  
have rhetoric”
Crowd cheering and  
whistling.
“We won’t stand for it”.  
Tram bell rings.
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inhabitation of space. This montage juxtaposed the 
rapid movement between different buildings, with the 
relatively slow movements of people. In multiplying the 
representations of everyday life at these undervalued 
interstices, the composition revealed that the street-wall 
often acted as a separation rather than linkage between 
public and private life. As a consequence, street life was 
not full of rapid transitions and permeable flows but slow 
encounters, even to the point of being stationary. In slowing 
down the observational lens, the montage also initiated a 
dialogue with the small-scale background materials of the 
place – garbage bins, empty commercial spaces and locked, 
or difficult to open doors – revealing them as non-human 
inhabitants of the threshold. Such matters could be easily 
overlooked through casual and isolated observations. 
In order to incorporate an even greater diversity of 
observations, I concluded that the time experience of a 
montage could be further manipulated by slowing down, 
speeding up, halting and reversing video material. The 
interpretive dimension of the montage technique made 
it a participatory process, and therefore potentially 
open to interpretation and discussion with clients for 
generative-ideation.
Interpretive storyboards (Experiment 3)
My third video experiment explored the capacity of video-
making as a participatory activity for co-design. This 
experiment comprised three videos which tested more 
rapid and iterative formats as lo-fidelity prototypes using 
an iPhone 6s and the iOS application ‘VideoCollage’. I was 
interested to test the video-making capacity of a mobile 
phone to promote a more intuitive toolkit for urban 
designers and their clients. The production technique 
adopted in this experiment was inspired by the Soviet 
film-maker Dziga Vertov and his film Man with a Movie 
Camera (1929). Vertov experimented with multiplying 
perspectives of everyday life in the early 20th century 
of the Soviet Union using a variety of complex and 
innovative camera shots for the time. My experiment 
included similar formats to Vertov including a split screen 
Figure 24: The music accompanying the video began with an airy and ambient 
backdrop to provide a stark and simple atmosphere. The bottom frame illustrates the 
rising crescendo of the music, reflecting a growing sense of succession, expectation 
and drama as two residents attempt to gain access to their building (Zagami, 2015; 
yMusic, 2014).
Airy and ambient backdrop
Growing depth and drama
Stark and simple atmosphere
A sparkling musical texture of vibrant  
and colourful timbres
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and screen-in-screen frames. The video footage was shot 
around my client’s site and at the site of a ‘best-practice’ 
example of mixed-use development called Tip Top 
Brunswick East. 
The first composition used two short videos that 
I captured while walking to compare the experiences 
of moving through, and remaining still at the threshold 
between building and street. The first video simulated 
the experience of walking past a building by positioning a 
video of my client’s site within a video of the ‘best-practice’ 
example → figure 25a. This was the first experiment to 
incorporate moving footage and as a consequence, aimed 
to better represent the experiential qualities of being 
in the place. The second video used stationary footage 
of two different building thresholds and offered a more 
tightly framed comparison of their difference affordances 
→ figure 25b. 
The ease of assembling the first two videos struck 
me as a potential way for my client and me to participate 
in generative-ideation. As the technique used an iPhone 
and freely available, user-friendly software, the assemblage 
could be easily achieved with my client. Alternately, I found 
that the intuitive nature of the software could act as a 
support structure to draw out a client’s creative capacity 
and provide them a way to participate in the generative-
ideation process. To test this proposition, I developed a 
more multi-linear format using the same iOS application 
→ figure 25c. This format enabled me to merge many 
different slices of the place, and then alter their position 
within the frame to disassemble and reassemble the 
perspective of the place. I found that this technique offered 
a more speculative approach to generative-ideation that 
could be useful for urban designers and developer-clients 
to assemble ideas about the everyday situations that might 
characterise future scenarios.
Communicative overlays (Experiment 4)
My fourth video experiment responded to the issue 
of vacant ground levels by communicating the 
incompleteness, or the work-in-progress, that a building 
Figure 25a: The first composition simulated the experience of walking past a 
building by positioning a video of my client’s site within a video of the ‘best-practice’ 
example (Zagami, 2016).
Figure 25b: The second composition used stationary perspectives of two building 
thresholds to compare their different affordances (Zagami, 2016).
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always is. This experiment used the traditional 
architectural elevation as a way to communicate to my 
client through an artefact that he would be familiar with. 
The experiment aimed to augment the elevation to more 
accurately reflect the temporal realities of a building. I 
used the approved architectural elevation of a recently-
completed mixed-use building in Collingwood and overlaid 
it with video footage of the built south facing elevation 
→ figure 26. My hypothesis was that by combining the 
speculative design with the actual outcome, I could frame 
the problems of the expectation for permanent, long-term 
commercial tenancies. 
I found that by explicitly re-presenting the initial 
phases of a building’s life, the concept of design after design 
could be addressed. This building was physically complete 
from an architectural perspective, yet not in decline or 
degrading. The building was in gestation as its social life 
came into being. As I found with the first experiment, 
this video communicated the notion that design extends 
beyond building objects to building communities. This 
is process-based work that occurs before and after the 
conventional time period of urban design responsibilities. 
This experiment acted as a learning experience for me. I 
concluded that participating in decision-making over this 
extended time period would provide the opportunity to 
exert greater influence over the outcome. 
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The principal findings of the second part of ARC1 
related to how my expanded urban design practice for 
generative-ideation through video-making developed my 
own media-based spatial literacy. In regard to the first 
research question, ARC1 responded primarily to how 
communication tools, specifically video, might be useful 
for urban designers interested in negotiating the design of 
emerging urban futures. ARC1 also revealed the value of 
developing an independent reflective experiential practice 
for urban designers as a way to re-present the lived 
practices of place.Figure 25c: The third composition tested how a multi-linear storyboard might draw 
out a client’s creative capacity (Zagami, 2016).
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Developing a media-based spatial literacy
This second part of ARC1 developed my own media-based 
spatial literacy through testing a variety of video-making 
techniques focused on re-presenting the social and 
temporal dimensions of building thresholds. The first part 
of this ARC1 revealed that a distant, detached, slow and 
stationary video format, combined with walking, enabled 
me to develop a contemplative and exploratory lens towards 
place. The video-making techniques in this second part 
of ARC1 illustrated that when focused more intensely on 
specific interactions between buildings and people, the 
format could refine my spatial literacy and enable me to 
problematise traditional approaches to urban design. These 
latter video-making techniques assisted me to rectify 
the lack of problem identification that characterised my 
original practice. I came to find video-making more valuable 
as a means to communicate problems rather than solutions. 
The background to this second part of ARC1 were 
my observations of vacant ground levels of new mixed-
use buildings which required an alternate approach 
to urban design. By interrogating these developments 
through video, I found that an additional responsibility 
of my expanded practice was to challenge outdated 
characterisations of people to understand new spatial 
needs. Given the disintegration of Brunswick’s industrial 
and manufacturing based economy, I decided that an 
opportunity existed to define the wider possibilities for 
urban design associated with the emerging economy. More 
specifically, the spatial, social and temporal requirements 
of actors of the emerging economy. 
I concluded that video as a form of communication 
could also be useful for urban designers to engage clients 
given the time constraints associated with urban design 
projects. I found potential value in using video to walk 
my client past, and through, prospective buildings to 
encourage him to experience how thresholds hinder and 
enable everyday life. If time permitted, participatory walks 
with my client to either experience the place or produce 
videos was my preferred approach to generative-ideation.  
I also found potential value in more dynamic assemblages 
Figure 26: Experiment 4 involved a shift from a representative to a communicative 
and dialogic video format in order to foreground urban design practice as a process 
(Zagami, 2016 ; Jackson Clements Burrows Architects, 2016).
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not a substitute for actual immersive experiences with 
my client. However, prior to a shared experience of place-
engagement with my client, I decided that I had to first 
develop the necessary trust with him. The second research 
question emerged from this conclusion from ARC1:
How might urban designers recalibrate relationships 
with non-expert clients in order to afford the time and 
space for generative-ideation?
I decided to address this question by preparing a 
more traditional evidence-based analysis of place-based 
trends and case studies to substantiate my observations 
of lived practices and explore the problem of ground 
level vacancies. I therefore concluded ARC1 with a plan 
to develop my co-design role by curating a community of 
emergent practices for my client prior to initiating ARC2. 
By embracing the role of curator to assemble evidence-
based knowledge for my client, my hypothesis was that I 
could develop the trust required to initiate a co-design 
process with him. 
developed iteratively and with a lower-fidelity for clients 
and urban designers to rapidly illustrate the everyday 
situations that might characterise future scenarios. 
Reflective experiential practice
Through this ARC1, I developed a form of reflective 
experiential practice that enabled me to re-present the 
lived practices of place. I found that the combination of 
walking and video-making changed my relationship with 
place by revealing contextual, situated and embodied 
knowledge about the psychogeography of the community. 
The knowledge that I developed deprivileged the 
disciplinary knowledge and generalisations that previously 
framed the way I perceived place. As a consequence, I 
discovered that psychogeography (de Certeau, 1984; 
Sinclair, 2015) assisted in reasserting my own participatory 
role in knowledge construction. By documenting my 
walk through video-recordings, I was able to examine not 
only what I saw, but why it was occurring. The written 
narratives that emerged from my new knowledge about 
place resembled forms of auto-ethnography (Denzin, 1989; 
Ellis & Bochner, 2000; Butz & Besio, 2009). The outcome 
for my practice was an expanded capacity to observe, 
record and narrate the place as a multiplicity of continuous 
and contiguous lived experiences, including my own. In the 
second part of ARC1, I found value in various experimental 
video-making techniques to bridge my personal 
observations and narratives with propositions about what 
challenges a project should address. I discovered that 
while this form of problematisation did not replace directly 
speaking with communities, the approach was useful to 
think through who the local community actually was, and 
what to ask them. 
SUMMARY 
ARC1 clarified that my preferred approach to initiate 
a co-design process was to invite my client to explore 
questions about who we were designing for. I concluded 
that communicating my own observations about place was 
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The rise of local spaces for 
flexible work and community-
based production, and the 
emergence of collectively-
informed mixed-use 
developments demonstrated a 
resurgence of a more localised 
way of living in Brunswick. 
Chapter 5. 
Curating a community of 
emergent practices.
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control of one’s financial future. Yet the proportion of the 
workforce that works from home has not shifted in over a 
decade, registering as 3.8 per cent in 2006 and 4.1 per cent 
in 2016 (Salt, 2017). One explanation for the stagnation in 
numbers of home workers is the availability and growing 
popularity of co-working spaces.
Co-working spaces satisfy the emerging needs of 
mobile knowledge workers to work on separate projects 
in a communal setting without committing to long and 
complicated lease terms. Co-working spaces emerged 
in 2005, following the trend set by hacker spaces and 
business incubators in the previous century as spaces 
that mix opportunities to work, learn and play. Co-working 
spaces are characterised by monthly membership options, 
‘hot desks’ and social events organised by community 
managers, as well as “the elusive quality of this ‘working-
alone together’ behaviour” (Waters-Lynch, Potts, Butcher, 
Dodson, & Hurley, 2016, p. 3). Waters-Lynch et al. (2016) 
argue that co-working spaces advance the conception 
of ‘third places’ developed by Ray Oldenburg (1999) by 
expanding ‘work-learn-play’ spatial concepts that exist 
between the home and primary site of work → figure 27. 
They propose that compared with other contemporary 
third places such as cafés, bars and bookstores, co-working 
spaces “facilitate formal productive activity alongside 
informal social interactions, often in combination with 
explicit learning programs or undirected tinkering – a 
combination of play and discovery whose results are often 
shared between enthusiasts of new technologies” (Waters-
Lynch et al., 2016, p. 3–4). The capacity of co-working 
spaces to enable experimentation and exploration feeds 
into what Boyer (2014) observes as an important need of 
the emerging workforce of independent workers who are 
seeking professional development opportunities outside 
the larger infrastructure of companies.
Co-working spaces operate at very different scales 
within the global real estate market and are no longer a 
niche actor. In 2018, the United States based co-working 
company ‘WeWork’ surpassed ‘JPMorgan’ as the largest 
occupier of office space in Manhattan at just below 500,000 
square metres (Morris & Brown, 2018). A study by Knight 
This chapter explains how I initially developed my role as a 
co-designer by curating a community of emergent practices 
for my client. This research phase involved an expansion of 
my practice through a curatorial role to analyse evidence-
based trends impacting my client’s site in Brunswick and 
develop case studies reflecting those trends. The three 
place-based trends I analysed were: flexible working modes, 
community-based production, and collectively-informed 
mixed-use development models. My hypothesis was that 
communicating evidence-based propositions could build 
the trust required from my client to enter a generative-
ideation phase for co-design.
Flexible working
Urban strategies prepared for the communities of 
Melbourne, such as the Brunswick Structure Plan, 
continue to embed the daily commute into everyday life 
by demarcating specific places for people to live and 
other places for people to work. Yet, what Australians do 
for work, where they do it, who they do it for, how much 
of their time they spend on it, and why, are all changing. 
Research conducted in 2015 suggested that almost a 
third of the Australian workforce operated as freelancers 
(Edelman Berland, 2015), a mode of self-employment that 
does not necessitate the separation of living and working. 
Freelancers, or independent workers, are people who engage 
in supplemental, temporary, or project-based work rather 
than traditional ‘9–5 salaried’ forms of employment. The rise 
of project-based work is reflected by the fact that 30% of the 
Deloitte workforce is made up of contractors as part of the 
‘open talent network’ (otn.deloitte.com.au). While companies 
provide useful ways to organise human effort by allowing 
individuals to achieve more together than they could alone, 
many independent workers consider the financial and 
human costs of working within organisations as detrimental 
to the way they wish to live (Boyer, 2014). Of the 4.1 million 
Australians identifying as freelancers in 2014–15, 76% cited 
flexibility to choose location of work as one of the top drivers 
(Edelman Berland, 2015). Other factors included flexibility 
in schedule, independence from office dynamics and taking 
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Research, 2016). While most of these spaces operated as full-
time co-working operations, companies such as ‘TwoSpace’ 
have emerged to transform underutilised spaces during 
the day, such as restaurants, into a network of co-working 
spaces which offer shared access for members.
Co-working spaces broaden the traditional 
workspace proposition by locating within, or nearby 
residential neighbourhoods rather than concentrating 
within centres of activity such as the CBD. The emergence 
of co-working spaces in Brunswick represented a possible 
future wherein the daily travel journeys of workers could be 
reduced and their geographically dispersed everyday lives 
could be reconnected, enabling them to pay more focused 
attention to their local neighbourhoods.
Community-based production
The end of automotive manufacturing in Australia in 2017 
illustrated the ongoing evolution of the country’s economy. 
A part of this shift involved the emerging ‘maker movement’ 
(Deloitte, 2014), a loose network of tinkerers and inventors 
who increasingly occupy ‘makerspaces’ for both work and 
play. Makerspaces are physical spaces that provide access 
to tools, technology, classes and pool resources to time-
share expensive equipment. In many cases, the technology 
includes 3D printers, laser cutters, CNC milling machines 
and other digital devices involved in precision manufacture. 
The hype surrounding the potential of makerspaces has 
been long standing, however some argue that 3D printing is 
now approaching its greatest opportunity to substantially 
change the manufacturing economy as new printers and 
materials are enabling the creation of custom parts, 
rather than only prototypes (Maples, 2018). Makerspaces 
range from for-profit commercial incubators to non-profit 
community workshops such as ‘Fab Labs’ (Fab Foundation, 
2018). Open-access community models represent 
an iteration of makerspaces which hold significant 
implications for urban design.
A critical element of the open-access models of 
makerspaces relates to what Adam Greenfield calls a 
“legible gradient of formality and structure” (2014, para. 
Frank Research (2016) illustrated that in Melbourne, the 
number of co-working spaces increased by 43% between 
2013 and 2015. As of July 2016, there were 152 co-working 
spaces comprising 58,880 square metres, 15 of which 
occupied more than 1,000 square metres. The largest 
operator, ‘Hub Melbourne’, occupied 3,900 square metres 
in the Central Business District (which expanded to over 
10,000 square metres over two sites in 2018) but the average 
size was 385 square metres, with 84 operators occupying 
between 100–500 square metres. The Central Business 
District (CBD) had the largest volume of co-working space 
totalling 16,935 square metres with 32 operators. Outside 
the CBD, the north and west of Melbourne hosted 36 
co-working sites, accounting for 24% of total spaces across 
the city. Co-working operators occupied 13,305 square 
metres, representing 6.7% of total office stock in these 
areas. Brunswick had the highest number of spaces with 
11 sites followed by Footscray with eight (Knight Frank 
Figure 27: Waters-Lynch et al. proposed spectrum of “Work-Learn-Play Third 
Spaces” (2016, p. 4), situating co-working spaces as balancing play, learning and work 
as well as collaborative and competitive dynamics.
whose results are often shared between enthusiasts of new technologies. Coworking spaces are 
presented alongside a small number of these other spaces  in the diagram below. 1
 
The X axis represents the historical origins of each term traced to a widely recognised 
pioneering example. The Y axis represents the focal activity of each spatial concept in a continuum 
spanning ‘discovery-play’, ‘learning’ and ‘work’. In practice these activities are often blended and 
sometimes difficult to distinguish, and many spaces fall into hybrid categories, are undergoing 
frequent experimentation by their founding entrepreneurs and some change their orientation over 
time. Nevertheless the conceptual construction of ‘ideal types’ has a recognised history as an 
approach to h lp analysts understand dimensions of  complex reality (Courpasson & Clegg 2006). 
Ideal types can often form an early component of more robust and comprehensive theory building 
for new phenomena (Weick 1995). 
 The word ‘space’ is used to highlight both the physical attributes and explicit, ‘ofﬁcial’ publicised intention of 1
t e spaces rather than the word ‘place’, which is often used to include the lived experi nce of the inhabitants 
or participants of spaces. Although a review of the nuanced history of these terms is outside the purpose of 
this paper, the distinction between space and place is considered non-trivial in the philosophy of geography 
and the appropriate theoretical formulation between the two has been the subject of much debate within 
geography and related disciplines (for example Lefebvre 1974; Tuan 1979; Merriﬁeld 1993; Harvey 1993). 
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and cultural roles. Both ‘Make-Create’ (make-create.org), 
a makerspace, and ‘Siteworks’ (saxonstreet.com), a multi-
functional community facility, engaged alternate modes 
of access and engagement with local people and groups 
in order to generate community-based production. Using 
these sites as learning opportunities with my client to 
explore a wider range of possible urban futures became a 
way to further extend my co-design role.
Collectively-informed mixed-use  
development models
New mixed-use development models were emerging, 
locally and internationally, to expand the traditional 
producer – consumer relationship by responding to a 
desire of prospective buyers to be actively involved in the 
design process. ‘Nightingale Housing’ was one local model 
that had rapidly grown in Brunswick. Between 2013 and 
2019, the model expanded from a single 24-apartment 
residential building, known as ‘The Commons’, to the 
‘Nightingale Village’ which comprised 210 dwellings 
and eight commercial tenancies within seven 8-storey 
buildings. The model was designed to enable prospective 
buyers to opt into a participatory design survey in the 
early stages of the design process to select individual 
and shared functional requirements such as the number 
of bathrooms and preferences for types of communal 
spaces (nightingalehousing.org/faq). Although Nightingale 
Housing projects have proved innovative in terms of 
buyer-participation, by focusing on the current needs and 
behaviour of the niche community inside the building, the 
model arguably falls short of grappling with the long-term 
needs of people and place.
An alternate participatory housing model based 
in Berlin has produced hundreds of co-housing projects 
that have been initiated and designed by residents since 
the beginning of the 2000s (Ring, 2014). In contrast 
to the architect-controlled Nightingale developments, 
the ‘Baugruppen’ model involves a group of residents 
negotiating individual and collective living requirements 
and appointing an architect to spatialise their needs. 
18). Greenfield argues that a successful makerspace offers 
access to a space and facilities that cater for exploratory 
activities at one end and formal enterprises at the other. As 
a result of being “accessible at any point and traversable in 
either direction” (Greenfield, 2014, para. 18), makerspaces 
are able to accommodate individuals and collectives across 
different stages of growth and assist makers to mature 
and develop in ways they may not be able to achieve alone. 
Greenfield’s proposition aligns with the collaborative 
benefits highlighted by Waters-Lynch et al. in relation to 
co-working spaces, although Greenfield places greater 
emphasis on the necessity of economic and educational 
support. This is an idea reinforced by a study of over 
300 makerspaces in the United States. In ‘Makerspace: 
Towards a New Civic Infrastructure’ (2015), Will Holman 
describes that in order to transition from making things 
and services to the kind of community-based production 
that can support a sustainable local economy, makerspaces 
would need to embrace an expansive economic, educational 
and cultural role. Holman cites examples of makerspaces 
that participated in the economic revival of places by 
providing key elements including; 
spaces that feature both traditional and advanced 
fabrication tools at affordable prices; that provide not 
only for tooling but also for assembly; that offer wrap-
around business services for maker enterprises; that 
develop maker education into a rigorous pedagogy; and 
that help build a sustainable market for maker-made 
goods and services (Holman, 2015, para. 30). 
The manner in which makerspaces were reliant on 
alignments of technology and organisational structures 
illustrated how focusing on the physical design of space 
restricted the potential agency of urban designers. By 
locating real-world circumstances and situations that 
demonstrate the realisation of certain assemblages of 
formality and structure, Greenfield (2014) argues that 
urban practitioners can make emergent practices such as 
makerspaces actual sustained practices and communities 
of practices. In this regard, Brunswick was home to two 
sites that characterised expansive economic, education 
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The local trends I examined suggested that people wanted 
their homes to enable a type of everyday life where needs 
could be satisfied within the building itself. For example, 
the original Nightingale project, The Commons, included 
a rooftop that was used for a communal laundry and 
productive garden space. Although activating rooftops 
for entertainment purposes was not a new proposition for 
residential buildings, particularly in Melbourne, designing 
them to encourage active participation within a residential 
community was different. The Baugruppen model 
extended the idea that urban development could enable 
self-organising communities by facilitating a community-
led design process (Ring, 2014). The Spreefeld project 
embedded the capacity for people to satisfy their own needs 
for creation, identity and freedom by incorporating a range 
of living and working options such as cluster living and 
shared working spaces. Based on these cases, I mapped a 
possible trajectory for mixed-use developments in Australia 
that merged social needs with spatial forms to initiate my 
first socio-spatial scenario → figure 28. 
My trends analysis also demonstrated that 
emerging modes of work undertaken by independent 
workers and startup enterprises required spaces that 
catered for different stages of growth and enabled 
Research undertaken by Kristien Ring (2014) illustrates 
that many Baugruppen projects have involved a 
hybridisation of living and working environments which 
redefined the traditional mixed-use proposition. By 
radically reorganising spaces for retreat and isolation, and 
encounter and hospitality (Maak, 2015), many examples of 
Baugruppen developments dissolve historically imposed 
boundaries between residential, commercial and light 
industrial activities, and between individual and collective 
spaces. As a result, many Baugruppen buildings reach out 
into, and cater for the wider community in innovative ways. 
For example, the ‘Spreefeld’ (ArchDaily, 2015) development 
in Berlin comprises three multi-storey apartments 
buildings and provides the grounds and gardens between 
the buildings as fully accessible public space. In addition, 
three ‘option spaces’ at the ground level of each building 
(384 square metres) are available for use by non-residents 
upon application. At the upper floors, ‘cluster living’ 
apartments externalise features of the traditional dwelling 
such as the kitchen and living room while compacting the 
more private spaces such as the bedroom and bathroom. 
To achieve this, each floor was provided large communal 
kitchens, living rooms and balconies. I found this project 
useful to conceptualise urban design for co-housing that 
operated at the scale of the neighbourhood by reorganising 
spatial and social thresholds for mixed-use development.
Counteracting the gravitational pull of the centre
The rise of local spaces for flexible work and 
community-based production, and the emergence 
of collectively-informed mixed-use developments 
demonstrated a resurgence of a more localised way of living 
in Brunswick. This mode of re-localisation suggested that 
the local community preferred a type of everyday life that 
was self-organised and put people in control of satisfying 
their own needs. This proposition was based on Max-Neef’s 
theory of ‘needs and satisfiers’ (Smith & Max-Neef, 2011) 
which proposes that needs are finite and universal, but 
the ways in which people meet those needs are unique to 
their era, culture, geographic location, age and mindset. 
Figure 28: My first scenario represented a pathway towards designing mixed-use 
development as an enabler of everyday life in order to satisfy a wider range of human 
needs (Zagami, 2016).
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PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The principal finding of this research phase related to 
how my curatorial role and research tools provided me 
with a framework of evidence-based trends and case 
studies to engage my client in generative-ideation for 
co-design. This phase offered initial responses to the 
first research question, how might communication 
tools and client engagement processes come together in 
formats that are useful for urban designers interested 
in negotiating the design of emerging urban futures? By 
curating a community of practice, I discovered value in 
using diagrams as a tool to synthesise urban trends and 
conceptualise urban design for localised and mixed modes 
of living and working.
Alternate pathways for mixed modes of living  
and working 
This research phase revealed that emergent practices were 
reconfiguring the urban environment of Brunswick in a 
way that the planning system could acknowledge, but not 
actively shape. The Victoria State Government introduced 
the new ‘Commercial 3 Zone’ into Victorian Planning 
Schemes in late 2018 in order to facilitate the growth of 
the emerging economy (Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning, 2018). The new zone was designed to 
encourage new models of industrial, commercial/office 
and home-based businesses by making them ‘as of right’, 
thereby not requiring planning permission, and restricting 
residential uses to 35 per cent of the combined gross 
floor area of all buildings on a lot. In essence, the zone 
encouraged developers and consultants to design mixed-use 
buildings that actually mix land uses. However, assisting 
developers to realise the value of mixing emergent and 
traditional practices for their own project remained 
under-investigated.  
During this research phase I discovered that my 
preferred mode of conceptualising urban design for my 
client’s project involved designing for social encounters. 
The knowledge that I initially generated through the 
operations to mature and scale up. Deliberately designing 
for acts of production meant that framing working 
environments as either personal home studies or 
commercial spaces was no longer relevant. I found that 
co-working spaces and makerspaces offered collaborative 
learning environments that were positioned in between the 
business incubator or apartment desk nook. The publicly 
accessible ground level option spaces and the low-cost 
rentable spaces at Spreefeld provided an example of how 
mixed-use development could cater for community, cultural 
and social projects that could not necessarily commit to 
long-term commercial leases. Based on Max-Neef’s theory 
of needs and satisfiers, I anticipated that a wider spectrum 
of spaces for different forms of living and working could 
enable people to fulfil their needs for exploration, curiosity 
and imagination in ways that isolated and high-risk spaces 
could not → figure 29. 
Both co-housing models presented an approach to 
mixed-use development that counteracted the gravitational 
pull of the centre so often embedded in urban strategies. 
These models did not depend on the location of nominated 
activity centres but, instead, worked from the immediate 
territory by prioritising relationships with the local, 
everyday and communal beyond consumer-centric modes of 
participation.
Figure 29: My second scenario represented a spectrum of spatial offerings for 
emerging modes of work to encourage and cater for shared and exploratory activities 
(Zagami, 2016).
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case studies for my client based on trends towards 
re-localisation and self-organised local communities. One 
of these cases was The Commons which my trends analysis 
illustrated was an important local mixed-use development 
in terms of incorporating new types of spaces for social 
encounter. Secondly, I felt videos and diagrams could be 
useful to highlight conceptual ideas about designing social 
and spatial thresholds and generate experiential learning 
opportunities for my client and me. I initiated the co-design 
process with my client by introducing him to an extended 
community of practice.
trends analysis was not immediately accessible or relevant 
for my client. I found that the process of diagramming 
was useful to reveal social and spatial thresholds as a 
thematic framework for communication. As a result, I 
defined the concept of socio-spatial strategies as the 
deliberate organisation of particular spaces to attend 
to particular needs arranged along a spectrum from 
retreating to encountering. One of the catalysts for refining 
my communication practice was Stuart Candy’s (2010) 
problematisation of traditional report writing. I found that 
my diagrams represented possible trajectories of urban 
design for social encounters to communicate with my 
client, rather than solutions. By merging evidence-based 
textual analysis with visual-based synthesis, I concluded 
that scenario diagrams could assist me to more effectively 
communicate the evolving nature of the place and people 
surrounding my client’s site. 
This research phase revealed that my curatorial 
role could become an ongoing research practice for myself 
and extend into urban design projects as they arise. I 
discovered a pathway for my practice in relation to futures 
and urban design that combined my personal explorations 
of place from ARC1, with the meta-level understandings of 
emergent practices in this research phase. The combination 
suggested that my expanded practice involved a two-
pronged approach. Firstly, I grounded my practice with 
personal, social and material explorations of place through 
walking, video-making and autoethnography. Secondly, I 
used these valuable observations as the basis for analysing 
locally emergent practices. The outcome was my capacity to 
conceptualise urban design for social encounters. 
SUMMARY 
At the conclusion of this research phase, I recognised 
that my curatorial role could assist me to learn about, 
and communicate the new circumstances from which 
communities were emerging and the types of alternative 
spatial forms that they may require. I concluded that the 
community of practice I curated in this phase could be 
further extended for two purposes. Firstly, by developing 
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To dwell in a house, amongst 
the dense urbanity of small 
houses and structures can be 
associated to living within a 
tree. Tree has many branches, 
all being a setting for a place, 
and a source of activities of 
diverse scales.
— Sou Fujimoto Architects 
(2012, para. 8)
Chapter 6. 
Communicating modes of 
urban design for social 
encounters. 
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wider range of possibilities for his site. I presented the 
community of practice to my client in September 2016 at a 
café close to his site.
The Commons as a point of departure
I initiated the generative-ideation process with my 
client by sharing a link, prior to our meeting, to an online 
‘TEDx’ video about The Commons titled “Sustainable 
Apartments – A New Model for the Future” (TEDx 
Talks, 2015) → www.bit.ly/2Gaqn4e. TEDx is the local, 
community-based format of the media organisation 
TED which disseminates ideas, primarily in the form of 
short talks. I used the 18-minute presentation by Jeremy 
McLeod, the Managing Director of Breathe Architecture, 
to discuss the changing forms of medium-density housing 
in Brunswick. A key tenet of McLeod’s rationale for 
incorporating spaces for social encounters in medium-
density housing was based on his problematisation of 
suburban development. McLeod’s argument was based 
on uncontested and generalised statements such as, 
“to get anywhere [in suburban Melbourne] you have to 
get into your car which means you can’t walk past your 
neighbours to engage with them on a daily basis” (TEDx 
Talks, 2015, 03:02) → figure 31. This statement opened a 
discussion with my client about how our own experiences 
of suburban living had involved social encounters and led 
us to question the extent to which spatial design created 
socially isolated communities. While I found the video 
useful to enable this discussion, I concluded that the 
scripted and sleek lecture-style setup of the presentation 
mode made it difficult to differentiate between genuine, 
authentic messages and marketing jargon. 
I found the TEDx video most valuable for 
generative-ideation when foregrounding the inhabitants 
of the building → figure 32. McLeod argued that The 
Commons acted as a catalyst to attract residents who 
cared about society and sustainability. My client and I 
believed that McLeod had responded to the changing 
needs and expectations of educated buyers by providing 
generous amounts of space, sustainability credentials and 
This chapter explains how I initiated part one of Action 
Research Cycle 2 (ARC2) based on the proposition that I 
could develop my role as a co-designer by communicating 
a curated community of emergent practices to my 
client → figure 30. This chapter explains how I entered 
the generative-ideation process for co-design with my 
client as an educator by testing an expanded range of 
communication tools. These included two case studies 
communicated through videos, ‘The Commons’ (Melbourne) 
and ‘House NA’ (Tokyo), and another two communicated 
through photographic montages, ‘R50’ and ‘Spreefeld’ 
from Berlin. I selected the cases as examples of urban 
design for social encounters between people and place, 
framed from the local to the global context. I also used 
two scenario diagrams to communicate the possibility of 
reorganising socio-spatial thresholds for mixed modes 
of living and working to my client. My hypothesis was 
that communicating evidence-based propositions, which 
my original proposal had overlooked, could assist me to 
build greater trust with my client in order to consider a 
Figure 30: The first part of ARC2 involved communicating a curated community of 
practice to my client in September 2016 (Zagami, 2018).
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a raw material aesthetic at a below-market price point. We 
discussed how television programs such as Grand Designs 
(a U.K., Australia & New Zealand television franchise) had 
generated a more discerning market of home buyers and 
acted as a source of education for ourselves. We anticipated 
that local buyers were now more capable of questioning 
cheap materiality and compromised internal amenity. The 
notion that my client and I potentially shared media-based 
educational sources, design preferences and needs with 
prospective buyers became an opportunity to explore in our 
co-design process.
Testing boundaries
My second case study explored different cultural 
understandings of socio-spatial thresholds for residential 
environments. I used an online video of House NA, a multi-
level family house in Tokyo, designed by Sou Fujimoto 
Architects and built in 2012 → www.bit.ly/2vsCZhS. The 
silent three-minute video involved a walk-through the 
house and external time-lapses to illustrate how the family 
interacted with each other and retreated throughout 
the day. I used this provocative case to discuss whether 
the variety of social activities that combine to create 
inhabitation, ranging from privacy to encounter, could 
remain intact even when replacing solid thresholds such as 
walls and doors with ephemeral elements such as curtains 
and planters → figures 33a–d.
The House NA case study provoked a discussion 
between my client and me about the extent to which we 
could reorganise spatial thresholds for his project. We 
considered the openness of the internal layout and the 
extent of glazing preferable as a way to create an amenable 
living environment and provide positive connections with 
climatic and seasonal conditions for residents. This case 
enabled my client and me to appreciate the benefits of 
extending the interior space to the surrounding place, 
however, the potential for this extent of exposure to 
compromise personal safety and security became a barrier 
to change. As a result, elevating residential spaces above a 
commercial ground floor became the preferred approach. 
Figure 31: McLeod’s rationale for designing The Commons was that both urban 
sprawl and high-rise development models were devoid of opportunities for social 
interaction between neighbours (TEDx Talks, 2015).
Figure 32: The images of McLeod’s neighbours provided the necessary conduit for 
my client and I to connect on a personal level with the project (TEDx Talks, 2015).
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Figures 33a–d: The House NA video used external time-lapses to illustrate the 
transparency and functionality of the front façade → a+b, and a walk-through 
of the house revealed the multiple internal layers of co-inhabitation → c+d 
(Arcinspiration, 2011).
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In contemplating this design, I acknowledged that the 
surrounding community was an unknown quantity and in 
need of further exploration with my client.
Co-housing cases to negotiate  
socio-spatial thresholds
My third case study focused on a specific socio-spatial 
strategy of creating a communal balcony as external 
corridor. This design move came from a Baugruppen 
development in Berlin called R50, referring to the 
building’s address in Ritterstraße, Kreuzburg. I selected 
the case to discuss the possibility of using a shared 
balcony around the perimeter of the building to access 
individual apartments rather than losing functional space 
by internalising corridors. I communicated this case to my 
client through a photographic montage including interior 
and exterior perspectives that illustrated how the private 
– shared socio-spatial threshold had been organised 
→ figures 34a–e. The imagery initiated a discussion about 
the similarities in appearance between R50 and social 
housing in Melbourne and whether the materiality would 
meet the expectations of local buyers. Yet when we made 
the connection between the minimisation of materials 
at The Commons, we recognised that the approach was 
possible in the local context. As a result, we agreed that a 
simple material palette of heavy glazing, limited lighting 
and curtains could enable privacy between immediately 
adjacent private and shared spaces for my client’s project. 
My fourth case study, Spreefeld, reorganised 
social and spatial thresholds to generate alternate forms 
of integration with the surrounding neighbourhood and 
cater for emergent lifestyles. Spreefeld was another 
Berlin-based Baugruppen development that formed part 
of my original community of practice → p. 90–91. I used 
a photographic montage to communicate the diverse 
range of spaces, such as a communal workshop, that 
were open to the wider neighbourhood and illustrate 
their resemblance to makerspaces and co-working 
spaces → figures 35a–e. This case revealed that the 
practicalities of sharing were a strong barrier to change Fig
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for the project. The case raised functional matters such 
as ensuring workshop materials and tools were not stolen 
and distributing operational and maintenance costs in a 
fair way. My focus on the idea of widening the breadth of 
spaces for retreat and encounter in this case meant that 
we could not fully evaluate the feasibility of individual 
spaces. However the focus on interfaces and boundaries 
across all cases had revealed that the private – communal 
threshold was an important space to consider and 
negotiate for our generative-ideation process.
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Building scenarios
Following the four case studies, I presented scenario 
diagrams that revised my initial iterations → figures 28 
& 29 (p. 91–92) in order to foreground the socio-spatial 
strategies discussed in the case studies. My first scenario 
was based on the cluster living option at Spreefeld, an 
example of designing for an emergent community willing 
to sacrifice personal and private space for access to larger 
communal spaces → figure 36. The diagram illustrated 
how designing for this community might involve arranging 
spaces along the ‘scales of intimacy’ between retreat and 
encounter, in order to attend to the wider range of needs 
asserted by contemporary buyers. 
My proposal to radically widen the diversity of 
spaces for mixed-use development led my client and me 
to discuss our own experiences of a range of existing 
spaces and services that catered to non-traditional needs 
and lifestyles. These spaces and services included: a 
local business in Brunswick called ‘The Break Room’ 
(thebreakroom.com.au), where customers are given tools 
to smash crockery and alleviate stress; the shared living 
rooms, kitchens and bathrooms of backpacker hostels; 
and a membership based live/work community called 
‘PodShare’ (podshare.co). My scenario acted as a way 
to draw out our experiences and awareness of projects 
that had designed physical forms based on specific user 
requirements. However, my diagram had not accurately 
communicated the interconnections between the spatial 
moves of Spreefeld. My emphasis on the extended shared 
and communal spaces overlooked their reliance on the 
spaces for retreat which included private bathrooms, 
adequate storage and the capacity to adapt the bedroom 
into a living space over the course of the day. By enabling 
my client and me to consider new arrangements of socio-
spatial thresholds, this scenario diagram revealed that the 
‘scales of intimacy’ articulated a complex concept in an 
accessible way for my client, and could be transferred to 
other cultural and social contexts.
My second scenario diagram conceptualised urban 
design for mixed modes of living and working → figure 37. 
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Figure 36: My first scenario illustrated how recalibrating the scales of intimacy 
could widen the spatial thresholds between spaces for retreat and encounter 
(Zagami, 2016).
Figure 37: My second scenario illustrated a staged and incomplete approach to 
designing a flexible base that could adapt to changing needs and preferences for live/
work environments over time (Zagami, 2016).
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binary use of space imposed through the language of the 
planning system. My client and I discussed the possibility of 
blending spaces and overlapping perimeters for personal and 
commercial use to avoid creating mono-functional public, 
private, residential or commercial spaces. We agreed that 
our preferred approach was to design spaces for productive, 
rather than consumptive uses, as well as accommodate both 
short and long-term activities. As a result, I revised the 
second scenario based on our negotiation to develop a third 
scenario after the communication session → figure 38. This 
scenario diagram articulated the types of inter-relationships 
between people, spaces and everyday life that I observed and 
imagined were occurring in Brunswick. The combination of 
spaces for creating and thinking, hosting and visiting, ageing 
and caring provided the thresholds between private and 
permanent living spaces and semi-private and temporary 
option spaces. The provision of spaces for performing, 
mingling and entering the world at ground level provided the 
threshold between encountering the residential community 
and the wider community. 
The intent of this diagram was to communicate how a 
flexible base of a building could accommodate the trend 
towards a more localised way of living in Brunswick. I 
divided the diagram into two sections. The top row of the 
scenario represented the move adopted in The Commons 
to eliminate ground level car parking. I identified the 
resulting space as a flexible base because it removed 
the mono-functional car parking use and reconfigured 
the floor to ceiling heights to provide multi-functional 
living and working spaces. The bottom row of the diagram 
represented three ways in which the flexible base could 
transition between multiple options; employment-based 
activities (right) to a mix of living and working spaces 
(centre) to all living spaces (left), each of which could be 
enabled as the needs of inhabitants changed. Part of this 
scenario included an incomplete space in the bottom right 
structure to allow for experimental or emergent practices 
during the initial stage of uncertainty while transitioning 
from an industrial use. Although this scenario was based 
on The Commons, it represented a break with what was 
occurring in the local context because it proposed a staged 
and incomplete design in order to cater for multiple living 
and working options over time.
This adaptable and staged scenario enabled my 
client and me to consider the activation of a building on 
his site through adaptability, programming and land use, 
rather than solely through physical built form. Of the three 
adaptations, we focused on the living/working element of 
the scenario and the direct connection between living and 
working spaces. The proposition surfaced stories we had 
heard about the mixed nature of neighbourhoods and multi-
functional buildings in the past: dairies and bakehouses as 
common neighbourhood infrastructure, residential terraces 
modified into shopfronts and families living behind milk 
bars. In these cases, the business owner traditionally lived 
in the adjacent or nearby residence, as proposed in my 
second scenario. I discovered that while the first scenario 
acted as a conduit from possible to present, the second 
scenario connected the possible with historic spatial forms. 
By revealing the relevance of historic spatial forms 
to the project, my diagram had provided an alternate to the 
Figure 38: I developed the third scenario through the negotiation of historic and 
contemporary uses of space with my client (Zagami, 2016).
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time and space for ideation, the videos provided innovative 
outcomes by making certain knowledge accessible for our 
consideration.
Through both ARC1 and this first part of ARC2, I 
discovered that developing a repository of video resources 
could assist urban designers develop their own media-
based spatial literacy. By collecting my own videos of places 
and lived practices, and adding online video resources, I 
curated a series that were relevant for my client and his 
project. However, the collection could become a useable 
database for my own learning and multiple projects by 
establishing a taxonomy of meta-tags such as extreme 
users, design-led, consumer-led and community-led cases. 
Maintaining an evolving collection of videos also enables 
urban designers to keep abreast of a diverse range of 
outlets within the media landscape.
The discussion my client and I had about design-
based learning through the media, and the way videos 
generated discussion and insights into my client’s 
perspective, suggested that a curated video library could 
be useful to engage clients in their own time. The purpose 
of this engagement would be to initiate and continue the 
education process alongside the design process. I found 
that extending the video library into the project using the 
walk-through format of an extreme case, and a didactic 
video of a local best practice case, was useful as a primer 
to spark ideas prior to initiating our co-design process. 
Compared with a library of books or photos, sharing a video 
library with clients offers a different level of insight into 
places and buildings as lived situations and experiences. 
While developing a video library could be a shared 
responsibility between urban designers and developer-
clients, time constraints may mean that urban designers 
need to initiate the co-creation of shared moving image 
repositories for development projects. 
Scenario diagrams for co-design
This first part of ARC2 reinforced that case studies and 
scenario-building could provide significant learning 
outcomes for me as they made visible my new mode of 
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The principal findings of the first part of ARC2 related to 
how I identified a broader range of communication tools 
to negotiate the design of emerging urban futures with my 
client. In regard to the first research question, how might 
communication tools and client engagement processes 
come together in formats that are useful for urban 
designers interested in negotiating the design of emerging 
urban futures?, I discovered value in curating a community 
of practice comprising cases from different cultural and 
historical contexts to generate discussion and insights 
into my client’s perspective. In response to the second 
research question, how might urban designers recalibrate 
relationships with non-expert clients in order to afford 
the time and space for generative-ideation?, I discovered 
that shifting from an educator to a co-learner improved my 
capacity to negotiate for generative-ideation.
Curating a video library to develop spatial literacy
This first part of ARC2 revealed that incorporating 
opportunities to develop media-based spatial literacy could 
offer a way for urban designers to engage a developer-
client’s imaginary for generative-ideation. The use of online 
video resources assisted with surfacing the knowledge, 
ideas and previous experiences that framed our first 
discussion of the co-design process. For example, the 
conjectures that I put forward through the House NA 
and The Commons videos revealed that the architectural 
concepts of privacy, social closure and protection I was 
seeking to counteract remained a barrier to change. Yet, 
the videos also became useful experiential communication 
tools by promoting design for social interaction and 
communication between people and place. The way the 
videos enabled my client and me to discuss urban design for 
social encounters supported Biddulph’s (2014) proposition 
that changing communication tools could change the 
resulting process of design. The way I used video to 
communicate this mode of urban design was not new in 
the context of client-engagement. However, by making 
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these cultural and social differences, the case studies 
enabled us to negotiate new understandings of organising 
and defining public and private space. For example, our 
recognition of the communal kitchen as an important asset 
for the cluster living community was significant, given the 
perception in the local housing market that private spaces, 
such as kitchens, are necessary for the construction of 
personal identity. 
The relationship between historic and 
contemporary cases was an important finding of this 
experience and reinforced the idea that emergent 
practices do not emerge from a void but are variations 
on past ways of living and working. I designed the cases 
and the first scenario to illustrate a trajectory between 
the local (The Commons) and the global (Spreefeld) in 
order to communicate alternate ways to design for social 
encounters. The outcome of negotiating the second 
scenario and creating the third, was a shift from what 
was possible to what was preferable for the project. 
The difference between possible and preferable in this 
research phase was represented by the flexible base 
proposal → figure 37 (p. 125). The way that this scenario 
enabled my client and me to engage with, and contribute 
to this scenario indicated that the proposition became 
a possible, then preferable option for the project. This 
movement from probable to possible and preferable was 
assisted by our existing knowledge of historical ways of 
living and working that framed the proposed scenario 
as feasible. I concluded that illustrating the trajectories 
between historic, present and emergent practices could 
assist developer-clients participate in co-design by 
providing a wider range of possible points of entry to 
negotiation for generative-ideation. However, I found that 
my scenario diagrams and videos adopted a reductionist 
approach to problem framing that did not adequately 
communicate the complexities of the propositions I 
put forward. I concluded that an alternate approach to 
co-design was required to provide space for my client’s 
agency in contributing to the formulation of problems  
and propositions.
conceptualising urban design for mixed modes of living 
and working. I initially designed the scenarios based on my 
intuitive understanding of the urban trends and cases I 
analysed. I modified my original proposition based on the 
mixed characteristics of shophouses that my client and 
I discussed. Although similar to the types of shophouses 
that continue to operate in countries such as Vietnam 
(Solomon, 2017), I found that the revised scenario more 
closely resembled an evolution of the spatial form in 
accordance with Morisson’s (2019) ‘fourth space’ as it 
combined co-living, co-working and co-mingling spaces to 
establish a social environment for the emerging economy. 
While the cases focused on existing models of housing, 
the scenarios assisted me to communicate an expanded 
understanding of what co-housing could be, rather than 
what my client and I individually thought it was. By 
developing scenarios as conceptual thought experiments, 
my expanded practice involved an improved capacity to 
put forward propositions without the expectation of them 
being designed. 
This first part of ARC2 illustrated that cases from 
different contexts can assist to reposition cultural and 
social expectations of developer-clients. Based on local 
urban trends, I devised a community of practice that 
inflected a local case study with innovative international 
case studies of housing to translate curated material 
into knowledge that was accessible to my client. The 
international cases from Tokyo and Berlin were based on 
different spatial design traditions. The Japanese culture 
places great importance on communal organisation over 
individualism, resulting in high levels of trust, respect 
and passive safety experienced in the public realm. As a 
consequence, spatial design is often based on conceptions 
of social obligations and relatedness. In Berlin, the strong 
culture of communality born out of the communist era has 
arguably influenced the ability of co-housing residents 
to spend significant time and effort working together on 
Baugruppen projects. My client and I discussed these 
spatial designs from a local context where large and 
expansive spaces meant that sharing facilities and spaces 
was not a necessity or a core part of the culture. Despite 
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SUMMARY
At the conclusion of this first part of ARC2, I recognised 
that I could more deliberately shift to co-design by 
providing space for my client’s agency in two ways. Firstly, 
I had entered this phase by selecting a didactic local case of 
designing for emergent needs. My trends analysis had also 
revealed that Brunswick was home to two other examples 
of emergent practices: Make-Create, a makerspace, and 
Siteworks, a multi-functional community facility. Both 
facilities engaged alternate modes of formality and 
structure, and access and engagement with the community 
to generate community-based production. Based on 
our agreement to design for productive rather than 
consumptive uses, and short and long-term uses, these sites 
were appropriate for our next phase of generative-ideation 
for co-design. I concluded that appropriate hyper-local 
emergent practices could assist me to gain commitment 
from my client to local user groups who may represent 
prospective buyers. The second way in which I modified my 
approach to co-design was through selecting a different 
setting and mode of interaction with my client. Research 
from disciplines outside urban design (Anderson, 2004; 
Wickson, Strand, Kjølberg, 2015) suggested that using 
participatory forms of walking to explore local settings 
for co-design could generate alternate and more nuanced 
understandings of place and assist me in developing a 
collaborative partnership with my client. I therefore 
decided to incorporate participatory walking as a way to 
generate experiential and exploratory encounters with the 
local neighbourhood. 
Shifting from an educator to co-learner
This first part of ARC2 opened up an expanded context 
for my urban design practice by encompassing the roles of 
curator, educator and co-learner. I initially developed the 
community of practice as an independent curator. I then 
entered the co-design process in a curator as educator 
role by communicating the intuitive and trend-based 
evidence through case studies for my client in a didactic 
and instructive manner. As this phase progressed, I 
shifted to a co-learner with my client as we negotiated 
the community of practice. The multifaceted nature 
of the curatorial role, and the use of a broader range of 
communication tools, assisted my transition through 
these roles, because I acted as a mediator of knowledge 
and ideas rather than the proponent of a solution.
My initial proposition when entering this phase was 
that I could build trust with my client through evidence-
based case studies and scenarios that might provide 
opportunities for co-design. However, I only developed 
trust with my client through negotiation when I became 
more open to debating and challenging the ideas and 
perspectives embedded in the propositions I put forward. 
For example, my approach to discussing the four case 
studies as an advocate meant that our discussion rarely 
ventured beyond our preferred approach to materiality. 
In contrast, I introduced the scenario diagrams knowing 
that they would be discussed, developed or disposed of. 
The posture I adopted in this latter context enabled my 
client and me to individually and collectively prioritise the 
issues and challenges that faced his project. I concluded 
that my client and I were able to negotiate for generative-
ideation in ways that might not have been feasible without 
the augmentation of visual material and the cumulative 
performance of my three urban design roles. However, 
due to the lack of success I experienced with my didactic 
educational approach, I decided to deliberately shift to 
co-design and incorporate interviews to better understand 
my client for the second part of ARC2.
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The urban was born from the 
encounter.
— Andy Merrifield  
(2012, p. 272)
Chapter 7. 
Facilitating encounters with 
emergent practices.
p. 135
community-based activities with permanent tenancies. 
The encounters took place in September and October 2016 
and were followed by the first semi-structured interview 
in November 2016. I received ethics approval for my 
client’s participation from the RMIT Human Research 
Ethics Committee (CHEAN B 20441-09/16) → appendix 1. 
The interview involved Albert and me negotiating and 
co-designing preferred communication tactics for 
generative-ideation.
The Jewell Station display suite (Site 1)
The first site encounter was held at the Jewell Station 
apartment development display suite on 3 September 2016. 
The display suite was operated by the developer ‘Neometro’ 
(neometro.com.au) and represented a new approach to 
marketing apartment developments in Brunswick: from 
promoting the place surrounding the building, to promoting 
the building as a new place. At Jewell Station, this occurred 
via tactics such as a pop-up coffee shop, a gallery space 
hosting events and workshops, and a community garden 
at the rear of the display suite → figures 40a–c. I framed 
the use of temporary activities as communication tactics 
deployed to engage with prospective users or buyers. 
Albert and I spoke at length to a sales agent in the display 
suite about the characteristics of the development and 
the interest from the local community, then discussed the 
experience in the rear courtyard.
This chapter explains the second part of Action Research 
Cycle 2 (ARC2) which was initiated by the proposition 
that I could develop my role as a co-designer by curating 
and facilitating site encounters of hyper-local emergent 
practices as learning experiences for my client, Albert (a 
pseudonym to comply with research ethics requirements), 
and I → figure 39. The three site encounters were selected 
as representations of the community of practice I curated 
at the beginning of ARC2 in terms of engaging with 
prospective users, designing for social encounters and 
generating community-based production. The first site 
encounter was the extended display suite for the Jewell 
Station apartment development which facilitated a range of 
events and workshops for high density living as marketing 
tactics to engage with prospective buyers. The second site 
encounter was a community facility called Siteworks which 
provided short-term spaces for social and community 
projects and small-scale businesses. The third site 
encounter was a makerspace called ‘Make-Create’ which 
sought to leverage the benefits of combining temporary, 
Figure 39: The second part of ARC2 involved curating and facilitating three site 
encounters in September and October 2016 (Zagami, 2018).
Figures 40a-c: The Neometro Vimeo account illustrated the range of events run at 
the extended display suite including (from left to right) bike, meditation and urban 
farming workshops → a (Open Journal Neometro, 2016 ; SIRAP Motion Lab, 2016). 
The materiality of the extended display suite emphasised do-it-yourself practices 
through the use of timber-clad planters for the community gardens, and timber post 
fencing → b. The rear of the Jewell Station sales office included a pop-up coffee shop, 
Garden Foods, and events space → c (Zagami, 2016). 
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Action Research Cycle 2
How to develop my role as a co-designer?
Chapter 6 Proposition
August –  
September 2016
Chapter 7 Revised 
proposition
September –  
October 2016
Facilitate site encounters 
as learning experiences 
for Albert and I?
Chapter 8 Revised 
proposition
May 2017
Part 1
Part 2
Part 3
Act &  
Observe
I curated & 
facilitated 3 sites 
encounters; Albert 
& I negotiated 
preferred tactics.
p. 139Ch. 7
p. 141Ch. 7
Siteworks and Make-Create (Sites 2 & 3)
The second and third site encounters were held on 13 
October 2016 at Siteworks and Make-Create. Siteworks is 
a community facility within the grounds of a former college 
and heritage-listed house that provided short-term spaces 
for skills sharing, ideas generation, workshops, project 
development, experimental teaching and technology-
related development (saxonstreet.com). The site comprised 
a range of spaces, from the publicly accessible community 
gardens at the street frontage, to the former classrooms 
for individual and collective use → figures 41a–d. An 
organisation called ‘These Are The Projects We Do 
Together’ operates the site for the Moreland City Council 
through occupation-led research (theprojects.com.au). 
Surveys were used to collect quantitative and qualitative 
data from users to inform the decision-making about the 
long-term future of the site. The site caretaker took Albert 
and me on a tour where we came across a collaboration 
between architecture students from the Royal Melbourne 
Institute of Technology, the Berlin-based architecture 
collective ‘raumlabor.berlin’ and the local migrant 
community. ‘The Guesthouse’ project involved a process of 
co-design and provided an interesting example of designing 
for cultural, social and political engagement at the local 
scale. This serendipitous encounter highlighted the benefits 
of coordinating a range of both structured and open learning 
experiences and is discussed in the findings of this chapter.
Albert and I walked from Siteworks to Make-Create, 
a newly established makerspace located in a former factory 
in the backstreets of Brunswick. The core proposition of 
Make-Create was to provide a space for makers operating 
within a spectrum of time-spaces, ranging from hot-desks 
and workshops for daily use to long-term tenancies. This 
flexible, overarching vision enabled short-term activities 
such as community workshops and classes to integrate with 
permanent businesses. Albert and I met with the founder 
of the makerspace who showed us the spaces allocated for 
community classes and workshops, and the section of the 
building to be permanently occupied by a biotechnology 
start-up company → figures 42a–d. 
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In contrast, I proposed the use of tactical actions and 
reflection to explore why the development should occur by 
understanding the emergent needs of the wider community.
I underestimated the difficulty in explaining the 
benefits of using communication tactics for generative-
ideation compared to deploying them in the planning 
phase. Albert’s tendency to focus on the benefits and risks 
of using tactics to gain favour during the urban planning 
process overrode the point I was trying to make about the 
possibilities of acting in the generative-ideation phase. 
In order to differentiate the Nightingale model from the 
proposition I was advocating, I annotated the diagram 
with successful and possible → figure 43b. My annotation 
aimed to highlight that the Nightingale tactics assisted 
in attaining planning consent for a project which did 
not meet certain building height and car parking policy 
requirements, therefore making an unlikely project 
possible. However, the possibilities generated by the 
Nightingale model were tightly constrained by the survey 
bound to questions about current functional needs → p. 89. 
In order to make the project successful, I proposed that 
understanding the community’s emergent needs could 
establish a more place-based design process and outcome.
After framing my proposition more precisely, 
Albert acknowledged that directly communicating with 
prospective users early in the design process made 
sense because buyers were already inclined and 
interested in doing something. He applied this 
concept to a failed café operation in a retail space close to 
his site and noted that they could have asked what do we 
imagine is actually going to work here? Albert also 
recognised that the success of The Commons came down 
to establishing good will with the community and various 
layers of council by soliciting letters of support and doing 
whatever it takes to get shit done. These statements 
reflected Albert’s shifting understanding of using tactics 
for generative-ideation and to attain planning consent. 
While he saw value in deploying communication tactics 
prior to the marketing phase, Albert was most interested 
in communicating during the planning process in order 
to establish good will with the community. This was a 
Negotiating communication tactics 
I initiated the first semi-structured interview with Albert 
by proposing that each of the sites demonstrated how 
communication tactics could be deployed to understand 
emergent community needs. This proposal was based on 
our previous discussion about the Nightingale Housing 
model and the three site encounters. Albert recognised 
that extending the display suite at Jewell Station to 
include community gardens and an event/workshop 
space was clever marketing as it conveyed the idea 
that the building could catalyse a new type of social and 
communal everyday life, although he questioned whether 
this vision would translate into something real. He 
believed that the temporary activities on site propagated 
a fabricated idea about a future community. Albert 
found it difficult to use this marketing-driven site to 
imagine how communication tactics might be deployed 
for generative-ideation. Instead, he believed that because 
McLeod lived in The Commons development, he essentially 
led the community to a more sustainable way of living from 
the front line. Albert concluded that the right leadership 
strategy was required to catalyse new lifestyles. 
To better foreground the rationale for using 
communication tactics for generative-ideation with 
prospective buyers, I used a framing diagram to 
differentiate between the tactics used by the Nightingale 
model during the planning process, and how Albert and 
I could act tactically during the generative-ideation 
phase → figure 43a. This diagram revised my initial 
proposition that the strategic aim of generative-ideation 
was exploring possible scenarios → figure 10 (p. 32). I 
suggested that the Nightingale model aimed to establish 
a social life for their buildings within a planning process 
that encouraged adversarial stand-offs between developers 
and the community. The participatory model deployed 
by Nightingale sought to work around these adversarial 
processes by surveying prospective buyers about their 
current functional needs at the beginning of the planning 
process and generating support from the local community 
while the local council were considering the proposal. 
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purpose on which we both agreed. However, communicating 
with prospective buyers and users during the current 
generative-ideation phase remains under-explored.
Co-developing a scenario
In this second part of ARC2, I shifted from independently 
developing scenarios based on secondary case study 
materials, to building propositions that were informed 
by our shared learning experiences. Given Albert had 
seen value in deploying communication tactics prior to 
marketing, I used the concept of ‘time-spaces’ that I had 
derived from the operating frameworks of Siteworks 
and Make-Create to refine my previous socio-spatial 
scenarios → figures 36 & 37 (p. 125) and focus on the 
temporal dimension → figure 44. I proposed that opening 
up spaces for short and temporary timespans, rather 
than only permanent and long-term, could assist to 
initiate a dialogue with the local community by catering 
for personal and community projects and the emerging 
economy of independent workers, freelancers and 
entrepreneurs → p. 84.
This scenario revealed the risks Albert associated 
with deploying communication tactics in the ideation 
phase. The most significant risk concerning him related 
to alerting the neighbourhood to change. He believed that 
any signal of change would be interpreted as evidence 
of the building transitioning to a new use and form. He 
feared communicating with people whose intentions 
were unknown, preferring to adopt the traditional 
stealth approach by working behind the curtain 
and presenting design proposals once finalised. However, 
Albert indicated a willingness to further develop his local 
awareness to avoid the flaws of recent developments 
nearby, such as being designed as investor stock and 
with little regard for the local area. He agreed to the 
possibility of opening his site for short-term activities 
such as hosting classes, workshops and initiating a social 
media presence to better understand community needs. He 
preferred these options because they did not signal to the 
community that a redevelopment of the site, or a change 
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Figure 43a: This original framing diagram was used during the interview to 
assist Alb t to understand the benefit of deploying communication tactics in the 
generative-ideation phase of the project (Zagami, 2016).
Figure 43b: I annotated the diagram during the interview to distinguish between 
asking buyers about their current functional needs, and my proposition to garner 
input from the wider community about their emergent needs (Zagami, 2016).
Figure 44: I used a time-spaces scenario during the interview to illustrate how the 
site could be opened up for generative-ideation to a range of prospective uses and 
users within the neighbourhood (Zagami, 2016).
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encounters to generate local awareness of emergent 
practices. In response to the second research question, 
how might urban designers recalibrate relationships with 
non-expert clients in order to afford the time and space 
for generative-ideation?, I discovered that the open and 
exploratory nature of site encounters, and the guidance 
of local site guardians, could restructure and legitimise 
learning for developer-clients and urban designers as a slow 
and immersive experience.
Moving from the site to the network
This second part of ARC2 highlighted the value of my 
curator and facilitator roles for engaging Albert in 
negotiating the design of emerging urban futures through 
exploring the network of place. The focus of both my 
curator and facilitator roles shifted in this phase from 
case studies and sites of emergent practices, to a concern 
for the people and practices that formed the network of 
place. At the beginning of this ARC2, I curated a selection 
of case studies that I believed were more desirable than 
the initial proposal that was rejected because they 
reflected what local inhabitants and prospective users 
wanted. Based on Albert’s responses, I concluded that 
lived experiences of the propositions put forward in the 
case studies could better highlight their desirability. 
However, these experiences highlighted the limitations 
of focusing only on desirability. Albert noted during the 
interview that Siteworks and Make-Create represented 
false commercial realities, implying that financial 
viability remained a key driver. I originally perceived 
viability as an oppositional consideration to desirability 
because I believed it only accounted for short-term gains 
for developer-clients, rather than long-term benefit for 
people and place. After the first interview with Albert, I 
reflected on the human-centred approach of the design 
consultancy IDEO which posits that designers should 
balance what is feasible and most desirable with “how 
to make the solution financially viable” (2015, p. 14). By 
limiting my focus to the desirable characteristics of case 
studies and scenarios at the beginning of ARC2, I had 
of use, was imminent. The negotiation of communication 
tactics through co-developing this scenario enabled us to 
agree on our preferred tactics for generative-ideation.
Site guardians
During the interview, Albert articulated that another 
way in which he was willing to make the project more 
public was with the assistance of a face to the home. 
Albert had observed how Siteworks and Make-Create 
required significant individual effort from the Siteworks 
caretaker and the founder of Make-Create to facilitate 
relationship-building between their respective sites and 
the community. Of great interest to Albert was the manner 
in which both people understood the intricacies of their 
respective communities through their own modes of 
listening, talking, observing, and garnering information 
that was regularly updated. While Siteworks had developed 
structured channels for feedback, the caretaker worked 
from the restored canteen, which acted as the entrance 
foyer for the wider facility. On reflection, I recognised 
how in acting as our impromptu guides and answering our 
questions about their communities, both characters held 
strong social commitments and were prepared to engage 
in meaningful interactions without immediate benefit, 
leading me to describe them as ‘site guardians’. Given these 
characteristics, Albert found site guardians potentially 
valuable and trustworthy guides to local insight and agreed 
that we should explore the option of finding a site guardian 
for the project.
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The principal findings of the second part of ARC2 related 
to how my expanded roles and tools for co-design generated 
new learning outcomes for Albert and me. In regard to 
the first research question, how might communication 
tools and client engagement processes come together in 
formats that are useful for urban designers interested 
in negotiating the design of emerging urban futures?, 
I discovered value in curating and facilitating site 
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received advice from real estate agents and architects 
about what housing types had sold or been permitted in the 
past. In contrast, the manager of Make-Create indicated 
that a segment of the community using his facility were 
people who had down-sized and no longer had a backyard or 
garage, or what Dan Hill called a “knockabout space” (2013). 
In order to generate ideas about outcomes that worked for 
both the individual, and the wider place-based community, 
I expanded my curatorial practice to find actors that 
represented both current, and long-term perspectives of 
viable emergent practices.
Incorporating a diversity of local and trustworthy 
human voices and observations about non-human actors 
into the co-design process improved our decision-making 
because it reduced the reliance on the siloed nature of 
professional knowledge. The uncontrollable, spontaneous 
and serendipitous nature of site encounters emerged 
as a particularly useful way to surface a range of voices. 
For example, although I had arranged a meeting with 
one of the architects commissioned to curate Siteworks, 
the on-site caretaker became our tour guide due to 
miscommunication. Her role was less connected with the 
architectural and research practices manifesting on site, 
and more people-oriented, which led Albert to characterise 
her as the face-to-the-home. Had the tour proceeded with 
the architectural curator, we may not have discovered the 
crucial role that site guardians play as conduits between 
people and place. The site encounters also revealed the 
value of non-human actors in the network of place when we 
serendipitously encountered and observed the Guesthouse 
project at Siteworks. This project changed my perception 
of the site as a community-run operation, to a dynamic 
and collaborative space that actively engaged in cultural, 
social and political issues. The experience of a collaborative 
project between geographically disparate and diverse 
practices reinforced our transition towards incorporating 
more actors into our co-design process. The momentary 
nature of our learnings, including our in-situ observations 
of non-human actors, emphasised the importance of taking 
a video, audio or photographic record of the experience. In 
the case that other project consultants and advisors are 
overlooked ways for Albert and me to negotiate their 
viability and feasibility. The expansion and localisation 
of the community of practice in this phase to incorporate 
local actors had enabled viability and feasibility to be better 
foregrounded for our consideration. 
Terri Irwin (2015) also proposes that design sits 
at the heart of questions about feasibility, desirability and 
viability, but she argues that finding the right balance 
lies between observing the facts of the material world and 
interpreting the complexities of the human experience. I 
concluded that my attempts to facilitate experiences with 
desirable options in this phase had focused too heavily on 
the social qualities of the human experience. By opening 
learning experiences to the facts and a wider range of 
options, viability did not necessarily hold an adversarial 
position, but offered a way to negotiate new positions 
with Albert about whether we should select an option. 
Expanding my practice to incorporate site encounters 
provided a useful way to adopt feedback loops in order to 
regularly test the viability and feasibility of options along 
the way, prior to being fully designed. I concluded that 
embedding frequent tests for viability and feasibility in 
my urban design practice could assist in developing more 
balanced and locally informed proposals for local councils.
The site encounters highlighted that my user-
centred design approach lacked the necessary emphasis on 
long-term and collective needs. Although human-centred 
design was useful to widen my spatial scope to the network 
of place, I found the lens constrained because of its focus on 
the individual as the starting point. My original rationale 
for the community of practice was that emergent practices 
were not only desired by local inhabitants and prospective 
users but reflected the long-term needs of the people of 
the place. To address this limitation, I found that Actor 
Network Theory (Latour, 2005) was a useful way to think 
about the importance of human and non-human actors 
that made up the network of place. The local actors Albert 
and I met worked in external, yet overlapping professional 
fields to urban design and development, and provided 
important insights into what spatial forms best met the 
needs of emerging communities. For example, Albert had 
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emergent practices first-hand. I found that the slowness of 
walking through the community contributed significantly 
to the learning experience. The speed of walking allowed 
time for contemplative observation of place in a way 
that encouraged Albert to do likewise. For example, he 
developed an affinity for the host organisations, agreed 
to revisit the makerspace with his family, and provided 
positive feedback about meeting out of the office. 
Walking also offered a new habitat for learning 
because it provided a situated and embodied mode of 
communication. The in-situ experiences encouraged 
a certain fluidity and flexibility that pushed our 
conversations to personal matters such as feelings 
towards the place that can be difficult to express in 
traditional meeting settings, or through mediated forms 
of communication. Both Albert and I became comfortable 
expressing opinions about the social and qualitative 
aspects of the place in a way that resembled my initial 
psychogeographical exploration. While I initially aimed 
for Albert and me to learn from the sites we encountered, 
walking through the community enabled me to learn from 
him, the communities of practice and local actors. These 
interactions involved sharing and combining knowledge 
to form new perspectives. For example, I learnt from 
the making practices at Make-Create that curiosity and 
exploration were a legitimate part of the generative-
ideation process, and more importantly, that I was curating 
and facilitating learning for my lifelong education, as well 
as the individual project.
The value of local actors in the co-learning 
process clarified that the contribution of this research to 
urban design practice was framed within participatory 
design, although more closely aligned to co-design. What 
distinguishes participatory design from related approaches 
is that research and design is done with the users (Iivari, 
Hirschheim, Klein, 2004), rather than on the behalf 
of users. This research was situated within co-design 
because my approach sought to recognise and involve 
multiple actors within the local community as gateways 
to prospective users, rather than users themselves (Steen, 
2013). In contrast with the Nightingale model, which 
not able to join the site encounter, an urban designer could 
make them aware of emergent ideas and prospective users 
when they ‘touch-down’ on the project through audio-visual 
recordings and records.
This phase revealed how I curated and facilitated 
site encounters to empower Albert to reconceive 
leadership as shared amongst different responsibilities 
and interconnected roles. Facilitating the discussions 
between Albert and site guardians assisted in challenging 
his previous experiences with consultation in the planning 
process which framed community participation as a 
passive process. When discussing the possible use of 
communication tactics, Albert expressed his fear of active 
citizens offering ideas that he could not incorporate for 
commercial reasons. While this statement revealed Albert 
held a strong consumer-centric perspective on human 
behaviour, his acceptance of incorporating site guardians 
into the co-design process assisted in expanding the notion 
of leadership from an individual to a networked task. As 
a consequence of our joint recognition of site guardians 
as voices of authority, experience and wisdom from the 
community, these actors became active participants 
within our co-design process. I responded to this expanded 
co-design process by shifting from learning with Albert, to 
learning from him and the community.
Curating and facilitating opportunities  
for co-learning 
The educational nature of the site encounters suggested 
that a mutually beneficial process of co-learning could 
restructure the learning habits of both a developer-client 
and an urban designer, and the habitat in which they 
learn. In particular, participatory walks with developer-
clients could organise learning as a slow and immersive 
experience for generative-ideation. I curated the selection 
of local emergent practices, in part, because Albert had 
not come across, or made himself aware of new types of 
local urban spaces and practices in Brunswick, despite 
living in the area. Inviting him into the local community 
provided an opportunity for both of us to experience local 
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for generative-ideation. The approach to co-design I began 
with in ARC2 underestimated the difference between 
‘reflection-in-action’ and ‘reflection-on-action’ (Schön, 
1991). I initiated ARC2 on the basis that providing time 
between the site encounters and interview would allow 
for Albert and me to independently reflect on the learning 
experiences. However, the timespan of four weeks between 
visiting Siteworks and Make-Create and the interview 
failed to consolidate our shared learnings. Whilst the extent 
to which Albert had reflected on the learning experiences, 
or changed his mind, was not known, he had nevertheless 
transitioned to an active role in the co-design process. I 
responded to Albert’s active role by revising my co-design 
approach to better reflect the actual processes of moving in 
and out of contact with him → figure 45. This new approach 
worked projectively to achieve my revised strategic aim to 
expand both of our practices while reducing or mitigating 
isolation through more frequent structured reflection as a 
feedback loop. 
In order for an urban designer to develop trust 
with develop-clients to participate in generative-ideation, 
they must explore emergent ideas that are of interest 
to their practice, as well as relevant, and of interest to 
their client. A critical aspect of my revised co-design 
invited the participation of future residents into the design 
process, the participants in my approach to co-design were 
representatives of local emergent practices. The definition 
provided by Kleinsmann and Valkenburg most closely 
characterised my approach to co-design: 
the process in which actors from different disciplines 
share their knowledge about both the design process 
and the design content… in order to create shared 
understanding on both aspects, to be able to integrate 
and explore their knowledge and to achieve the larger 
common objective: the new product to be designed 
(2008, p. 370–371).
The mutual co-learning that occurred through 
the site encounters legitimised generative-ideation for 
Albert and me as a contested negotiation. The involvement 
of Albert, myself as a facilitator and the site guardians 
meant that robust shared and contested understandings 
of emergent practices could be developed. For example, 
when Albert and I discussed the site encounters during 
the interview, our understandings of the viability and 
feasibility of Siteworks and Make-Create were partly 
contested rather than shared. This mode of negotiation 
resembled Chantal Mouffe’s concept of ‘agonism’ (2009), 
wherein we each contributed to, and impacted, the debate 
rather than settled for the traditional service compromise. 
I found that this mode of negotiation fitted well with site 
encounters, given that the changing nature of emergent 
practices only avails participants a snapshot at a particular 
moment in time. The subjective nature of the experience 
meant that the knowledge Albert and I gained individually 
was likely to be incomplete, and therefore required a 
contested negotiation in order to reflect together and 
synthesise a shared purpose. 
Revising the co-design approach
This second part of ARC2 demonstrated that the 
combination of strategic and tactical elements to 
co-design could assist an urban designer recalibrate 
relationships with their clients to find the time and space 
Looking
in
Reflection Looking
out
action/
moving in
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
revision/ 
moving out
action/ 
moving in
revision/ 
moving out
Figure 45: My revised approach to co-design addressed the need to move in and out 
of contact with a developer-client via structured reflection and negotiation in order 
to consolidate shared learnings (Zagami, 2018).
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with my client over time. I found that my capacity to act 
and reorient with scenario diagrams in particular was 
useful because we both changed mindsets and interests 
over the course of the co-design process and shifted 
between passive and active participation. My approach 
to co-design offered me the possibility of reassessing and 
correcting my use of communication tools and engagement 
processes based on observing Albert’s expanding 
practice. Embedding cycles of action and reflection into 
my approach enabled me to keep the co-design process 
alive and up-to-date when I moved in and out of contact 
with him. Although my strategic aim was to develop my 
co-design role, being able to act and reorient tactically 
allowed me to take advantage of unpredictable changes 
such as when Albert transitioned to a more active role. By 
acknowledging that neither I, or Albert, would remain the 
same, I learnt that an important element of my approach 
related to learning about the values, mindset and interests 
of developer-clients. By understanding that Albert was 
going through processes of change, I became aware that my 
own worldviews and perspectives were also being changed 
by the people I co-designed with.
SUMMARY
At the conclusion of this second part of ARC2, I recognised 
that the network of place I curated had to be further 
extended for two purposes. Firstly, I concluded that I 
should find local actors that represented both current, 
and long-term perspective of emergent practices in order 
to generate ideas about outcomes that worked for the 
individual, and the wider community. Secondly, I decided 
to modify the community of practice in order to establish a 
selection of more credible and knowledgeable users and site 
guardians. I had entered this phase by selecting desirable 
hyper-local emergent practices. However, our encounters 
with local actors did not provide the necessary insight 
into the viability and feasibility of new modes of living and 
working that Albert required. My previous trends analysis 
had demonstrated that co-working spaces in Melbourne 
were becoming increasingly useful for the rising number 
approach was its capacity to be adapted to participants’ 
personalities and interests as they change over time, 
thereby allowing multiple ways to move back and forth. 
The approach is initiated by the urban designer looking 
into a community of practice and adopting rapid and 
decisive tactics to introduce propositions and scenarios 
in order to determine what possibilities the client is, or is 
not, interested in pursuing → phase 1. Through mutual 
reflection and negotiation, the preferred practices of an 
urban designer and their client could be translated into 
experiential co-learning experiences → phase 2. These 
experiences could take the form of a slower exploration 
or could proceed to more rapid and decisive interactions 
to look out to specific emergent and viable practices 
considered preferable for the project. This could occur with, 
for example, site guardians in order to initiate a network of 
co-designers → phase 3. Or, depending on the state of the 
project and nature of the client, the looking out phase may 
involve opening up the project site to facilitate occupation-
led research, akin to the Siteworks model. 
This part of ARC2 revealed that site encounters 
were a valuable way to challenge the outdated assumptions 
of the Brunswick Structure Plan related to how new spatial 
forms should be configured. Our first-hand encounters 
with the emergent practices of Brunswick demonstrated 
how emergent practitioners preferred to adapt, rather 
than demolish and rebuild existing sites and buildings to 
accommodate their needs. Adaptation was not a tactic that 
fit comfortably with the council’s strategic vision for the 
area to be redeveloped with buildings “from 4–10 storeys” 
(Moreland City Council, 2016, para. 1). The plan sought 
to control the changing and evolving industrial context 
because it was unable to work with the unpredictability 
of emergent practices and communities. In contrast, 
my co-design approach aligned with de Certeau’s (1984) 
proposition that tactics can oppose the power of strategy by 
making an ally of unpredictability, acting opportunistically 
and adapting to changing situations.
The way I used site encounters and scenario 
diagrams in this part of ARC2 assisted me to determine and 
negotiate possibilities, rather than particular outcomes, 
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of independent workers, particularly in and around 
Brunswick. Based on Albert’s preference to specifically 
explore commercially viable emergent practices, I decided 
that we should visit a large-scale organisation with a track 
record of success, to better understand how the emergent 
practice of co-working was a viable business proposition for 
the project. The final modification made to my approach to 
co-design aimed to mitigate isolation between Albert and 
me and frame learnings in-situ. To do this, I decided to shift 
from slow and immersive learning experiences to rapid 
and decisive interactions with prospective users and site 
guardians, with each interaction followed immediately by 
structured reflection and negotiation.
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People want concrete stuff, and 
the thing is, there isn’t a 
concrete answer. There isn’t a 
concrete outcome, to be honest. 
The outcome is the process by 
which you will start shifting 
your thinking.
— Anab Jain  
(2019, p. 101)
Chapter 8.  
Negotiating the thresholds of 
urban co-design.
p. 175
exploration into the ‘flexible future’. Semi-structured 
interviews followed each event in order to facilitate 
structured reflection and negotiation for Albert and me. 
Network building
The aim to build alliances with local co-designers was 
co-developed by Albert and me based on our previous 
encounters with site guardians. I selected the panel 
discussion at MKW because I believed the panellists, who 
were representatives of the co-working community, could 
provide a better linkage to actual prospective users of Albert’s 
project than the intermediary roles adopted by The Commons 
leader and makerspace founder → figure 47. I decided that 
the tour guide who was a manager of the co-working space, 
Launchpad, could offer a better balance between promoting 
a personal project and over-hyping a commercial enterprise 
than the Siteworks caretaker and Jewell Station sales 
agent. The scale of the Launchpad over four different sites 
demonstrated the success and viability of the co-working 
operation. That these events were facilitated by the City of 
Melbourne brand, provided the necessary assurances for 
Albert and me that these activities were based on the actual 
realities of local co-working spaces from the perspective of 
users and site guardians rather than marketing promotion. 
This chapter explains the third and final part of ARC2 
which was initiated by the proposition that I could further 
develop my co-design role by stewarding rapid interactive 
learning experiences and reflective cycles with Albert 
→ figure 46. The primary purpose of this final part of ARC2 
was to build alliances with local actors through two events 
at ‘Melbourne Knowledge Week’ (MKW) in May 2017. The 
2017 edition of the future-focused festival involved over 
80 events merging art, technology and science to explore 
and co-create a future city (City of Melbourne, 2017). In 
contrast to the slow and exploratory site encounters in 
the previous phase undertaken over two months, the two 
events I selected for Albert and me were held during the 
afternoon of 5th May 2017. The first event we attended was 
a ‘Future Work’ panel discussion titled ‘What do grown-ups 
do all day?’, a one-hour discussion at the State Library of 
Victoria involving eight millennial panellists describing 
their 21st century working life. The second event was a 
co-working space tour of ‘Launchpad’ in the inner-east 
suburb of Cremorne. Both formed part of the festival’s 
Figure 46: The third (and final) part of ARC2 involved stewarding two rapid learning 
experiences for Albert and I over an afternoon in May 2017 (Zagami, 2018).
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Figure 47: I proposed that our network of place extend further into the community by 
incorporating actual users and managers of co-working spaces (Zagami, 2018).
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Action Research Cycle 2
How to develop my role as a co-designer?
Chapter 6 Proposition
August –  
September 2016
Chapter 7 Revised 
proposition
September –  
October 2016
Chapter 8 Revised 
proposition
May 2017
Part 1
Part 2
Part 3
Act & 
Observe
I curated and 
acted as a steward 
for two events 
at Melbourne 
Knowledge Week; 
Albert and I built 
a network of local 
co-designers.
Alliance building at Launchpad
The second event was held in the afternoon of 5th May 2017 
and involved a guided tour of Launchpad, Australia’s first 
multi-site co-working space. This organisation comprises 
four spaces within a 50-metre radius in Cremorne, an inner 
city suburb considered to be an important destination for 
the emerging economy in Australia due to its accessible 
location, intact buildings and industrial heritage 
(Victorian Planning Authority, 2018) Launchpad operates 
within two sites called ‘Launchpad Create’ (Creative & 
Entrepreneurial) and ‘Launchpad Evolve’ (Collaborative & 
Innovative) to provide a spectrum of spaces that enables 
businesses to develop and grow through the start-up, 
scale-up and grown-up phases (Launchpad, 2018a). Albert 
and I toured the Launchpad Evolve space, which comprised 
two converted Melbourne trams as team spaces, meeting 
spaces, an open-plan kitchen, presentation station, private 
offices and studios, themed areas of desks, a parent’s 
room (including baby change facilities) and showers. An 
Ideation Space is also provided for “teams developing ideas, 
brainstorming or just day-dreaming” (Launchpad, 2018b) 
→ figures 48a–c. The tour and conversation were led by one 
of the co-founders and managers of the organisation.
The conversation with the co-founder reinforced 
our conclusion from the previous phase that site guardians 
play a critical role as a conduit between people and place. 
The co-founder spoke passionately about the co-working 
movement and openly discussed his approach as the 
manager of four co-working sites. He revealed that while 
there were certain site parameters necessary to ensure 
the viability of a co-working space, such as location, 
access and size, establishing a desirable mix of tenants to 
form a community relied heavily on his role as a curator, 
mentor and advocate. The co-founder’s role aligned 
with my expanded practice in terms of screening local 
actors to establish a network within the community and 
build alliances. For example, he worked within the wider 
community to find emerging companies with shared 
missions and worked closely with them to understand which 
one of the four sites was right for them. He determined 
Addressing the inclusion of prospective users at 
Melbourne Knowledge Week 2017
The second semi-structured interview of this action 
research cycle was held immediately after the panel 
discussion at the adjacent café, Mr Tulk. Albert and I 
discussed the ways in which the panellists’ described 
a new era of collaborative and flexible working modes. 
Madeleine Buchner from ‘Little Dreamers’ was working to 
improve the emotional and physical health, wellbeing and 
resilience of young carers. Ally Watson co-founded ‘Code 
Like a Girl’ to inspire new generations of girls to acquire 
coding skills. Other speakers, such as Gary Leung who 
co-founded ‘IntimatAR’, described how their work days 
involved the use of co-working spaces to generate multi-
disciplinary projects.
After listening to these personal stories, we 
better understood what attracted users to new patterns 
of relationships and behaviours that were facilitated by 
co-working spaces. Albert and I learnt that usage of these 
spaces was less about the space itself and more to do with 
how they enabled users to achieve goals such as being 
able to work in flexible, social and collaborative ways. For 
example, I learnt that many panellists had left traditional 
workplaces because they did not permit such working 
modes due to siloed disciplines and a lack of autonomy. 
Albert drew his own conclusions about the types of people 
using co-working spaces, characterising them as role 
models and social enablers. In regard to a writer who 
used co-working spaces around the world, he referred to 
artists in twentieth century France who used cafés to 
connect with and draw inspiration from a collective of 
creatives, and combat isolation in the process. The stories 
that resonated with Albert were those that connected with 
the needs of his own children such as coding for young 
girls. This event confirmed that expanding my practice to 
incorporate personal stories enabled Albert to formulate 
positive understandings of prospective users, and link 
emergent, lived practices with historical precedents. 
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made to the tactical component of my co-design approach 
→ figure 45 (p. 169), and my findings in this third part of 
ARC2, I concluded that a combined instrumental, reflective 
and tactical approach could develop the trust required 
for urban designers and developer-clients to pursue 
open potentialities, rather than being bound to closed 
possibilities.
this based on a fit with existing businesses as potential 
collaborators and their particular resources needs. 
The third semi-structured interview of ARC2 
was held at the Cherry Tree Hotel, also in Cremorne. We 
agreed that if we proceeded with a co-working space, the 
co-founder of Launchpad would be best placed to facilitate 
collaborations and interactions between users and the 
wider community. Based on this potential partnership, 
Albert reconsidered his role as inherently collaborative and 
led him to articulate a preferred three-phase approach to 
co-design for generative-ideation:
Phase 1:  Identify problems and desirable options with 
the aid of statistical evidence, case studies 
and direct observation of emergent practices.
Phase 2:  Build relationships with local actors to 
discover commercial point of difference and 
viability of desirable options. 
Phase 3:  Determine how to add value and purpose to 
the project with the preferred option.
Albert’s re-imagination of his role held similarities 
with my expanded practice. A critical shift for our 
co-design process was that our expanded practices shared 
a willingness to share control of the project with local 
actors. By incorporating the co-working space manager 
as a potential collaborator, the project opened up to his 
approach of curating emergent practices in a way that was 
not predetermined by Albert or me. The combination of 
our expanded practices therefore offered the opportunity 
to safely explore unknown potentialities together. The 
key difference between our expanded practices was that 
Albert’s formulation was instrumental in nature, while my 
practice, being research-based, incorporated structured 
reflection to facilitate movements back and forth 
between action and reorientation. Albert’s instrumental 
model was tightly constrained to defined outcomes at 
particular stages of a linear process, potentially limiting 
the emergence and indeterminacy required to explore 
the evolving edges of communities and places in depth. 
As a result, generative-ideation may be constrained to 
closed and known possibilities. Based on the revisions I 
Figures 48a–c: The site plan of Launchpad Evolve (Launchpad, 2018c, p. 1) indicating 
where Albert and I were located and the multi-dimensional perspectives we had 
during our discussion with the manager → a including our shared perspective 
towards communal (foreground) and private (background) workspaces → b (Zagami, 
2017) and our shared perspective towards the converted tram used as a meeting 
space and the communal kitchen → c (Zagami, 2017).
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building alliances, there will be circumstances where local 
actors provide limited or biased perspectives on issues. 
The panellists were primarily Anglo-Australian millennials 
and did not provide a diverse range of experiences of 
co-working spaces or surface issues that were relevant 
to a wide spectrum of prospective users. I concluded that 
an additional responsibility for the curatorial role is to 
mitigate against bias by coordinating supplementary 
encounters and interactions. As a consequence, a 
community of practice should be an expandable, rather 
than static, repository of information throughout the 
co-design process.
My role as a steward emerged in this phase as 
a crucial part of building alliances by surfacing the 
materials of the situations Albert and I encountered 
(Schön, 1991). The type of participation required from me 
as a steward involved a greater openness to the potential 
of learning experiences. At the beginning of ARC2, I 
learnt about emergent practices by surfacing secondary 
case materials from online resources. By the end of ARC2, 
my role as steward surfaced the personal stories and 
lived experiences of local actors. For example, by treating 
the conversation with the co-working space manager as 
new material, and not intervening, the richness of his 
personal experiences surfaced. These narratives included 
nuance, granularity, experience and insight in a way that 
any personae I communicated to Albert, for example, 
could not offer. My previous roles as curator as educator 
and facilitator involved attempts to teach or persuade 
Albert about the propositions I put forward based on 
secondary case materials. By prioritising active listening 
with knowledgeable local actors, I no longer attempted 
to teach Albert about my preferred design, but we both 
listened to the materials of the situation. When both an 
urban designer and developer-client are willing to listen, 
and respond to, the materials of a shared situation, more 
productive opportunities for reflection and negotiation 
can emerge because each proposition is more open to 
contestation. 
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
The principal findings of the third part of ARC2 related 
to enhancing my co-design approach by focusing on the 
viability of emergent practices through immersive and 
inclusive learning experiences with local actors within 
the community. In regard to the first research question, 
how might communication tools and client engagement 
processes come together in formats that are useful for 
urban designers interested in negotiating the design of 
emerging urban futures?, I discovered value in selecting 
site encounters for their capacity to enable the negotiation 
of the viability of desirable design options. In response to 
the second research question, how might urban designers 
recalibrate relationships with non-expert clients in order 
to afford the time and space for generative-ideation?, I 
discovered that diversifying local voices of authority in a 
co-design process can assist to develop trust between an 
urban designer and developer-client so that preferable 
options are not bound to their control and leadership.
Building alliances for urban co-design
The shift in my practice from facilitating encounters 
to building alliances through stewarding revealed that 
trust between an urban designer and client, and client 
and community, was generated through interactions, and 
effective interactions were based on trust. The cyclical 
nature of the trust-building process was aided in this 
third part of ARC2 through my shift to the steward role, 
in part because screening became a constituent part of 
my expanded practice. I selected Melbourne Knowledge 
Week because it was curated by the City of Melbourne 
and had a history of promoting participants who were 
knowledgeable about wider movements of change rather 
than agents of marketing hype. I found that in selecting 
a tour with the manager of the co-working space, we met 
with a local actor embedded in the site and able to provide 
first-hand experience which assisted Albert and me in 
developing deeper understandings of place-based problems. 
In contrast, the panel discussion demonstrated that when 
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Another benefit of this immersive learning 
experience was the face-to-face interaction with the 
tactics of emergent practices. The outcome of using 
commercial viability as a frame to explore co-working was 
Albert’s acceptance of emergent design tactics referred to 
throughout the research such as material minimisation, 
adaptation, balancing short and long-term tenancies and 
learning through use. These tactics were represented in the 
case studies and site encounters of parts 1 and 2 of ARC2. 
However, when Albert saw the retained roof structure 
and concrete floor of the co-working space, he felt more 
connected with the proposition because it reflected his 
preference for drawing together the historic and emergent. 
Our shared learning experience in this phase extended 
beyond determining whether co-working was a viable 
business proposition for Albert’s site, to witnessing and 
accepting an emergent community and their social and 
spatial practices.
A unified approach to urban co-design
In this final part of the ARC2, I discovered that by 
combining an instrumental approach to co-design, with 
structured reflection and negotiation, urban designers 
could encourage their clients to participate in generative-
ideation. When an urban designer begins designing with 
their developer-client, the inter-connections between their 
respective practices are surfaced. In this phase, I found 
that my expanded practice had enabled Albert to expand 
his own practice to become a co-designer. Albert’s expanded 
practice reframed what it meant to be a property developer, 
because it involved a willingness to open up to wider 
collaborations, cede control over the design process and 
make moves even when uncertainty existed based on the 
principle of action and reflection. The expansion of Albert’s 
practice in this final part of ARC was primarily the result 
of curating and stewarding rich and in-depth interactions 
with knowledgeable local actors. During the second 
part of ARC2, I curated and facilitated encounters with 
local actors who had adapted their practices to cater for 
emergent communities. Learning that these practices were 
Expanding the settings for urban co-design
This final part of ARC2 demonstrated the value of selecting 
multi-dimensional spaces which exhibit lived experiences as 
learning opportunities for urban co-design. The combination 
of the immersive 360-degree perspective Albert and I had 
at the co-working space, and the configuration of the space 
itself as a large open-plan office enabled us to observe 
multiple ways in which the emergent community and the 
space interacted together. Compared to knowledge-centred 
ways of understanding a space, our immersive and inclusive 
experience positioned the human and non-human actors 
that made up the emergent community at the centre of our 
engagement with place. The site encounter provided the 
necessary immersion in an actual physical location for Albert 
and me to evaluate and discuss the viability of co-working.
Actor Network Theory (Latour & Yaneva, 2013) 
provided a useful way to understand that the expansive 
value of visiting the physical sites of emergent practices 
related to understanding what was happening between 
people within the emergent community. For example, many 
of the sharing practices unfolding in front of us related to 
Albert’s preconceptions about the operational matters of 
shared spaces. We had previously discussed the necessity 
for strict rules to govern the use of a shared workshop in 
order to embed trust amongst residents. As we witnessed 
first-hand, people were capable of negotiating the threshold 
between private and shared spaces. While the space had 
been intentionally designed to enable individual and shared 
work, and work and non-work, people often adapted the 
space to their own purposes. Workers gravitated towards 
the waiting area couches covered in natural light, while 
many hot-desks were occupied by unattended laptops and 
purses. The inclusion of an iconic symbol of Melbourne, the 
tram, made the space feel particularly local and familiar to 
Albert and me. While intended to be a quiet area, a middle-
aged man conversed through Bluetooth headphones. The 
tram lived on in the same spirit as its original function. 
Albert and I came to a shared understanding that 
embedding spatial instructions was less important that the 
pre-existence of social codes.
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decision, but did establish a relationship, and facilitated 
a discussion, with the network of place. For my fourth 
move, I stewarded encounters and interactions with local 
actors who provided the knowledge necessary for Albert 
and me to contest, evaluate and triangulate the evidence, 
before coming to some agreement. The design Albert and 
I collectively arrived at, or preferred, was different to the 
initial propositions I offered as a curator. Through my 
stewardship role, and with the inclusion of local actors, 
Albert and I collaborated under a shared mission to explore, 
contribute to, and challenge the proposition that designing 
for shared use through co-working, and communal spaces 
more broadly, was appropriate for his site. 
The approach is designed to enable urban designers 
and developer-clients to negotiate what Buchanan (1992) 
defines as ‘wicked problems’ because there will always be 
multiple problems facing an urban design project, requiring 
many responses over time. As a result, my revised approach 
comprised an iterative process of problem framing. For 
example, during the final interview, Albert referred to an 
image of vacant ground levels of new apartment buildings 
in Brunswick that I used to communicate the problem of 
current approaches to urban design in the early stages 
of the project → figure 22 (p. 67). The resurfacing of 
critical problem frames indicated that shifts in Albert’s 
thinking occurred as a result of cumulative experience 
and supported the use of slow action and reflection cycles, 
following by more rapid cycles. Both the slow and rapid 
approaches to exploring problems aligned with Lawson’s 
two options; “selectively viewing the design situation 
in a particular way for a period or phase of the activity” 
(2005, p. 292) and “using deliberate methods of shifting 
the individual mind into different positions” (p. 293). The 
manner in which the combination of both approaches 
enabled productive negotiation for Albert and me suggested 
that movement between urban design roles and scales of 
urban issues needs to be less linear, and more responsive.
ARC2 suggested that stewarding a developer-client 
between slow and deliberate site encounters and rapid and 
decisive interactions with viable emergent practices should 
occur multiple times. The combination of both approaches 
desirable and feasible made them possibilities for Albert. 
Learning that they were viable in this phase made them 
potentialities. The result of empowering Albert to expand 
his practice was a more diverse and unified approach to 
urban co-design.
This phase clarified that my preferred approach 
to co-design with developer-clients to negotiate possible 
urban futures resembled Donald Schön’s “string of moves” 
(1991, p. 90), comprising four moves → figure 49. My first 
move was based on the intuitive evidence I developed 
through re-presenting place during my video-walks, 
which led into my second move, curating a community of 
practice. I then put forward various conjectures about 
mixed modes of living and working that I derived from the 
curated material for contestation with Albert. My third 
move introduced Albert to site guardians with whom we 
discussed this evidence. These discussions did not provide 
the depth of knowledge required for Albert to make any 
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Figure 49: My preferred approach to urban co-design resembled a series of four 
moves through which I put forward, negotiated and contested various design 
propositions through multiple cycles of action and reflection (Zagami, 2019).
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interactions and encounters with the local community. I 
discovered that effective stewarding required tailoring the 
co-design process to the client by determining when, and 
how, to focus on exploratory or decision-making activities. 
ARC2 revealed that out-of-the-office, local settings could 
co-evolve the geographic imaginaries of urban designers 
and developer-clients from the individual building to the 
collective place. The immersive and inclusive physical 
settings of viable emergent practices could assist clients 
in making decisions about the viability and feasibility 
of a design proposition. Ultimately, ARC2 revealed that 
the benefit of urban designers inviting clients out of the 
office was to promote a working partnership based on 
exploration, discovery and productive contestation. It is 
noted that ARC2 was not about reconciling all the demands 
generated by the project and producing a design, but 
instead, about developing an approach to co-design that 
was able to activate a wider range of possible outcomes that 
were consistent with the needs of the people and the place.
enabled productive negotiation for Albert and me in terms 
of co-developing a mutually agreed problem frame. In the 
second part of ARC2, Albert was able to step more freely 
into the problem space and impose his own constraints 
(Schön, 1991, p. 101) by articulating his concerns about the 
initial site encounters. His capacity to frame problems, and 
hold multiple frames at one time, reflected the expansion 
of his practice. As a result, he was able to more confidently 
enter the co-design process. Importantly, by incorporating 
structured reflection into the co-design process, and 
encouraging him to raise his concerns, our unified 
approach to co-design had enabled the expansion of his 
own practice. Prior to this research, my practice had failed 
to allow Albert to participate in identifying or agreeing to 
the existence of particular problems. This phase revealed 
that curating multiple problem frames is useful to allow 
clients to participate in selecting and prioritising the 
issues and challenges that a project will grapple with. 
Therefore, shifting between the curator and steward roles 
may be necessary, even during individual encounters, when 
it is necessary to zoom into, and out of particular learning 
experiences. For example, changing the scales of urban 
issues, and the ways that issues were communicated, from 
case studies and scenarios, to the lived experiences of local 
actors, enabled Albert and me to move between the “whole 
and the unit” (Schön, 1991, p. 93). To achieve this, an urban 
designer must shift between acting independently as a 
curator and collaboratively as a steward without remaining 
solely embedded in one mode or the other. 
SUMMARY
The principal findings of ARC2 confirmed that my 
preferred approach to urban co-design comprised two 
core roles, curating and stewarding. A series of four 
moves emerged as a way to articulate how my practice 
had changed over the course of the two action research 
cycles to comprise the use of tactical tools and physical 
settings through these two roles. Stewarding became my 
primary role for building alliances with a diverse network 
of local actors and to build trust with my client through 
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The impact of this research 
lies in the acknowledgement 
that urban design is a client-
centric profession, and that 
taking the professional 
responsibility to engage 
developers as active 
participants in the design 
process to address the 
complexity of urban problems 
can be a core part of urban 
design practice. 
Chapter 9.  
Renewing urban design 
practice for emerging 
economies and developer-
clients. 
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decision-making activities, and structured reflection 
and negotiation. I spent approximately 30 hours in the 
generative-ideation phase acting for, and with my client, 
during my first attempt at facilitating a co-design process. 
A realistic allocation of time would be a minimum of five 
hours, including an hour for an initial video-walk, three 
hours to curate and communicate a community of practice, 
and one to two hours per site encounter and interaction 
with a reflection and negotiation component. While 
generative-ideation is most effectively positioned prior to 
architectural design and the planning process, there may be 
opportunities to rapidly introduce co-learning experiences 
during the later stages of a project. Even if architectural 
design and the planning process has begun, opportunities 
for co-learning and re-designing may be available during 
elongated strategic planning processes such as rezoning 
land, and during statutory planning processes when 
local councils submit requests for further information to 
clients. This is why the approach I advocate is tactical, 
opportunistic and adaptive in nature. Further research is 
required to determine whether urban designers working in 
larger organisations can openly, or tactically, find the time 
and space to facilitate this approach to generative-ideation 
for co-design.
The third challenge relates to the expectations 
of developer-clients, project consultants and colleagues 
about what constitutes professional knowledge and 
settings for decision-making. Urban designers can 
reassert their own participation in the construction of 
disciplinary knowledge by incorporating an expanded 
range of methods, approaches and physical settings for 
immersive and inclusive learning experiences. These 
experiences enable urban designers to consider the 
knowledge of diverse local actors from external disciplines 
to urban design and development. By revealing and 
communicating alternate insights into the lived practices 
of place gained through these knowledge streams, urban 
designers can expand their professional knowledge and 
advocate new ideas and perspectives to project teams. My 
approach focused on enhancing the relationship between 
an urban designer and their client. Therefore, the role of 
The starting point for this research was an experience 
in which my client and I presented a proposal for mixed 
modes of living and working which was rejected by the 
council. I initially framed my incapacity to communicate 
and collaborate with my client as the reason for this 
outcome. In light of my expanded practice, I concluded 
that the problems I faced were far more complex and 
related to the known possibilities available to urban 
design projects when control and leadership is limited 
to a closed project team. The challenges facing urban 
designers interested in practising generative-ideation 
for co-design with developer-clients relate to personal 
commitments, making time and space in practice, 
challenging what constitutes professional knowledge, and 
grappling with organisational politics.
The first challenge relates to the desire, willingness 
and capability of an urban designer to be a co-designer. 
Co-design requires both an interest and commitment to 
co-create, which demands that designers relinquish control 
and authority to their client and local actors. Some urban 
designers may find this move difficult to make without 
a mindset for co-creation and a belief that clients can be 
active participants in the design process. The combination 
of walking, video-making and curating a community of 
practice is useful for an urban designer to gauge, and 
ultimately determine whether they are interested in 
expanding their practice into a co-learning process with 
their clients. If the mindset, temperament and belief exist, 
an urban designer can undertake cycles of curating and 
stewarding for clients to further understand their own 
capability and desire to use the roles, tools and settings for 
co-design. Further research is required to determine how 
useful this initial phase of the approach is for other urban 
designers to determine their interest in, and capacity to 
undertake a co-design process. 
The second challenge for urban designers, if 
interested in co-design, is to find the time and space 
for generative-ideation with a developer-client. This 
research revealed that having the right amount of 
time for a particular client was crucial to effectively 
sequence the co-design process between exploratory and 
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The final challenge for urban designers revealed 
by this research was the need to open up projects to 
unknown potentialities in order to design for emergent 
practices and communities. The new architect-led model 
of housing in Melbourne known as Nightingale opened up 
design processes to prospective buyers while ultimately 
manifesting designs that remained bound to the control 
and leadership of project architects. The Nightingale 
housing model is designed to be replicated, regardless of 
the particularities of the place. When the model evolved to 
the scale of a village in Brunswick, and fully established 
itself as a brand, the participatory element was wound back, 
and apartments were balloted after being fully designed 
and approved by the council. The participatory element of 
the approach advocated in this research is substantively 
different. The aim of incorporating multiple and diverse 
local, human and non-human actors into the co-design 
process is to encourage urban designers and clients to 
relinquish pre-determined ideas about who is being designed 
for, and what is being designed. This approach engages 
with particular emergent practices, practitioners, and 
communities of the place in order to determine a preferred 
future for a client’s site. The potential of the place was 
activated rather than its known and bounded possibility. 
A part of remaining open to the unknown potentialities 
of place requires urban designers to avoid treating 
co-designers, local actors and prospective users as having 
consistent traits over the course of the design process, and 
throughout the experience of the building being designed. 
This research advocates the use of processes and settings 
that reveal the evolving nature of lived practices that 
distinctly do not maintain the same characteristics over 
time. This research argues that by assuming that a client’s 
goals and values can and will change, an urban designer can 
develop a fundamentally progressive form of practice by 
acknowledging that their practice will do the same.
SUMMARY
Urban developers are often blamed for urban problems 
such as the quality and affordability of housing however 
stewarding and curating inputs from other consultants 
on the project team, and co-designing with them for a 
re-zoning or development process, is a matter for further 
research beyond the scope of this research.
This research also revealed that urban designers 
should challenge the use of settings for decision-making 
that are isolated from the lived practices and experiences 
of the place that is being re-designed. These settings 
are often adversarial and can encourage a retreat from 
public engagement. Conversely, my expanded practice 
incorporated approaches to place-engagement that were 
distinctly embedded within the local community of the 
site. The multidimensional, inclusive and immersive 
nature of participatory walks and site encounters in a 
community can assist urban designers and developer-
clients deliberately encounter the public and see what 
emergent communities are doing together. This research 
revealed that local sites of emergent practices can be 
conducive to conversation, participation, exploration, 
discovery and contestation. Further research is required 
to determine the extent to which local settings impact the 
design process when other urban designers, developer-
clients, stakeholders and councils adopt this approach to 
generative-ideation for co-design.
The fourth challenge is for urban designers to 
grapple with the politics of their own organisations. 
Co-designing with clients demands that urban designers 
challenge the notion that consultancy services are provided 
for clients. Designing with clients means democratising 
urban design and is therefore political. This research 
represented an attempt to co-design within a small-
scale consultancy with a small-scale developer-client. 
Incorporating generative-ideation for co-design in this 
context required the commitment of a limited number 
of people. My client’s limited experience in mixed-use 
development meant that he was willing to participate in 
co-design. Further research is required to determine the 
extent to which larger-scale consultancies and developer-
clients would embrace or resist this approach to co-design, 
and if resisted, how an urban designer could act tactically 
to enable a co-design process.
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this framing ignores the complicity of urban designers 
in facilitating these outcomes. As long as the importance 
of developers in shaping cities is not recognised, the 
relationships between urban designers and their clients 
will remain under-investigated. The impact of this research 
lies in the acknowledgement that urban design is a client-
centric profession, and that taking the professional 
responsibility to engage developers as active participants 
in the design process to address the complexity of urban 
problems can be a core part of urban design practice. 
This is precisely the space for an expanded urban design 
practice, one that steps out from the shadows of planning, 
as a practice in policy formulation and enforcement, and 
architecture, as the creation of static volumetric entities. 
By focusing on the purpose, rather than the products, of 
designing with developer-clients, my approach to co-design 
can assist urban designers and developer-clients expand 
their practices and responsibilities.
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This approach to co-design 
encourages urban designers 
and their clients to embrace 
complexity, conflict and 
tension in order to share 
control of the process and open 
up projects to unknown 
potentialities that serve the 
needs of people and place.
Chapter 10.  
Urban co-design for people 
and place.
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performances that do not advance because the urban 
designer, or developer, do not see value in engaging with a 
particular community. If mutually beneficial, the curation 
of knowledge from a specific community of practice can 
be undertaken to determine a client’s receptiveness 
to various design propositions. Curation is therefore 
about timing as well as the necessity of shifting between 
urban design roles even when uncertainty exists based 
on the principle of action and reflection. If a client is not 
interested in the propositions, the action offers life-long 
learnings that can be taken forward to the next client. If the 
client is interested, the urban designer can proceed to the 
stewarding role.  
 Stewarding encounters and interactions as learning 
experiences may occur over single or multiple loops of 
mutual action and reflection. The more cycles practiced, 
the more likely the client-designer relationship will be 
strengthened through trust over the long term, potentially 
offering both parties wider latitude to experiment in the 
generative-ideation phase. Importantly, multiple loops will 
establish a resilient and confident urban designer–client–
community partnership that has a greater capacity to argue 
for new mixed modes of living and working.
The focus on enabling developer-clients and local 
actors to become active participants in a design process 
means that the contribution of this research is primarily 
framed within co-design. While I initiated the co-design 
process in order to educate my client, I pivoted to co-design 
with him and local actors when I acknowledged them 
as active participants and learnt from them. My final 
approach to co-design sought to recognise and involve 
multiple actors from the local community as gateways 
to prospective users, rather than users themselves. This 
resulted in a transdisciplinary design process that enabled 
my client and me to negotiate the feasibility, viability and 
appropriateness of design propositions for a particular 
place. This research advocates a mode of co-design 
whereby the capacity of co-designers are developed by 
making knowledge from different disciplines accessible 
and contestable, and which is enhanced when co-designers 
assume each other can and will change.
My approach to urban co-design combines three core roles 
to facilitate multiple moves forward through action, and 
multiple moves backward through reflection, in order 
to develop both urban designer and developer-client 
capacities → figure 50. 
 Urban designers can inquire into, and re-present 
the lived practices of place, as an ongoing reflective 
experiential practice, in order to think about who the local 
community actually is. Combining walking and video-
making can assist urban designers to reveal contextual, 
situated and embodied knowledge through written 
narratives about the multiplicity of continuous lived 
experiences of a place. As a result, urban designers can 
locate the different edges at which particular places and 
their communities are emerging and evolving. 
 Curating a community of emergent practices 
for a particular client and project may involve multiple 
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Figure 50: My approach to urban co-design comprised three core roles that 
developed both urban designer and developer-client capacities through multiple 
loops of action and reflection (Zagami, 2019).
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incompatibilities involved in these evolving edges. In The 
Image of the City (1960), Lynch argued that edges are useful 
as orientation devices because they have “directional 
qualities” (p.66) and are “often paths as well” (p. 65). 
Whilst noting that they held “disruptive power” (p. 64), 
Lynch primarily framed edges as fixed, physical and linear 
elements of the urban environment. This research argued 
that urban designers should focus on the disruptive nature 
of edges of place because they offer glimpses to unknown 
potential futures that serve the needs of people and place.
CURATOR OF EMERGENT PRACTICES
Through ARC2, I developed a way for urban designers 
to develop an ongoing research practice which could be 
extended into urban design projects as they arose. The 
form of curation I developed is similar to the frequently 
used method of information gathering and sharing with 
clients, however, my approach is distinctive and original 
in a number of other ways. The primary difference is that 
my curatorial role deliberately aligned the development 
project with a community of practices that aimed towards 
a future commensurate with the needs of people and place, 
rather than the perceived probable future embedded in 
urban policy.
 The development of my curatorial role involved 
a transition from independent curator as educator, to a 
curator as a co-learner with my client. As an educator, 
I translated the intuitive evidence I developed through 
re-presenting place into a community of practice for 
my client. Based on current urban trends and their 
consequences for my client’s site and urban design practice, 
I selected a range of possible practices and scenarios that 
addressed these changes. Although I began as the sole 
curator of learning experiences, by developing an open and 
inclusive curatorial practice, I provided opportunities for 
my client to participate in co-design through scenario-
building and curating videos which encouraged him to 
select and prioritise the issues and challenges that his 
project faced.
RE-PRESENTING LIVED PRACTICES OF PLACE
Through ARC1, I developed a form of reflective experiential 
practice for urban designers to re-present the lived practices 
of place. This response formed my initial answer to the first 
research question focused on how communication tools 
and client engagement processes might come together in 
formats that are useful for urban designers interested in 
negotiating the design of emerging urban futures. I argued 
that the combination of walking and video-making can 
assist urban designers to reveal and communicate localised 
understandings of lived practices of place.
Walking changed my relationship with place by 
revealing contextual, situated and embodied knowledge 
about the psychogeography (de Certeau, 1984; Sinclair, 
2015) of the community, and in doing so, reasserted my own 
participatory role in knowledge construction. By making 
space and time for an experiential reflective practice, I 
expanded my curiosity and continuously reflected upon, 
and put into practice the values and meanings that I 
discovered, which, in turn, guided my actions in the world. 
By documenting my participatory walk through video-
recordings, I was able to examine not only what I saw, 
but why it was occurring. The written narratives that 
emerged from my new knowledge about place resembled 
forms of auto-ethnography (Denzin, 1989; Ellis & Bochner, 
2000; Butz & Besio, 2009). The outcome for my practice 
was an expanded capacity to observe, record and narrate 
the place as a multiplicity of continuous and contiguous 
lived experiences, including my own. I also found value in 
various experimental video-making techniques to bridge 
my personal observations and narratives with speculations 
about plausible future scenarios. I discovered that while 
this form of speculation did not replace directly speaking 
with communities, the approach was useful to think 
through who the local community actually was, and what to 
ask them.
Through this reflective experiential practice, my 
definition of site extended to the different edges at which 
particular places and their communities were evolving. 
I defined my role as discerning the inter-relations or 
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Building scenarios for mixed modes of living  
and working
The use of case studies and diagrams for scenario building 
enhanced my own and my client’s understanding of urban 
design for mixed modes of living and working.  I found that 
inflecting local case studies with innovative international 
case studies was a valuable way to translate curated 
material into knowledge that was accessible to my client. 
Case studies from different cultural and social contexts 
enabled me to establish a wider range of possibilities for 
consideration by my client and me. My progression to 
scenario diagrams enabled my client and me to negotiate 
different understandings of organising and defining public 
and private space for social encounters and retreat. This 
research revealed that case studies and scenario diagrams 
are useful tools for co-design by making accessible socio-
spatial concepts from different cultural and historic 
contexts and encouraging co-designers to reposition their 
own expectations.
Developing a curated video library
A significant finding relating to my curatorial role, and 
the first research question, was that the development of a 
curated video library could be useful for urban designers 
to extend the imaginary of clients in their own time and 
continue the education process alongside the design 
process. This research revealed that the video format was a 
valuable way for urban designers to share emerging modes 
of design with their client, particularly as a primer to spark 
ideas prior to a participatory walk. I concluded that a video 
library could act as an evolving collection to develop an 
urban designer’s spatial literacy for life-long, as well as 
project-based education. Compared with a library of books 
or photographs, my collection of personal videos of place 
and people, and external video resources offered me the 
additional aural and temporal dimensions crucial to the 
collective human and non-human experience of place. While 
the videos in this research were curated for my client’s 
project, my collection transformed into a useable database 
for life-long learning and future projects by establishing a 
taxonomy of meta-tags related to consumer-led, user-led, 
design-led and extreme cases.
STEWARD OF ENCOUNTERS AND INTERACTIONS 
WITH EMERGENT PRACTICES AND 
PRACTITIONERS
I developed my role as a steward through ARC2 in response 
to the second research question concerned with how urban 
designers might recalibrate relationships with clients in 
order to afford the time and space for generative-ideation. I 
found that the trust between an urban designer and client, 
and client and community is generated through shared 
encounters and interactions. The stewarding role generates 
co-learning experiences for urban designers and clients 
through encounters and interactions with local actors, 
structured reflection and agonistic negotiation (Mouffe, 
2009). This research revealed that effective stewarding 
requires tailoring the co-design process to the client by 
determining when, and how to focus on exploratory or 
decision-making activities. Each encounter and interaction 
with local actors can be useful as feedback loops for 
urban designers to determine when to make these shifts. 
Stewarding multiple cycles of learning experiences, in a 
diverse range of physical settings, can build alliances with 
local actors that allow different values and perspectives to 
inform the co-design process.
This research also demonstrated that building 
alliances with local actors enables urban designers and 
clients to interact more fully with local communities 
prior to the adversarial fora of the planning process. 
The nature of who participates in the design process 
is a complex question for urban co-design. Given the 
often diverse nature of urban communities, recruiting 
a meaningful set of representatives is more manageable 
than direct participation, yet the question of how to do 
this is key to participatory design (Gooch et al., 2018). 
While urban designers often seek out local voices in urban 
renewal exercises for developer-clients, the approach 
I developed was original because it deliberately sought 
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their own preferred urban futures with their selected 
community. This approach to co-design encourages urban 
designers and their clients to embrace complexity, conflict 
and tension in order to share control of the process and 
open up projects to unknown potentialities that serve the 
needs of people and place.
out representatives of emergent futures who were 
actively working towards long-term futures aligned with 
the needs of people and place. The selection of these 
practitioners was based on the curation of a community 
of practice which identified locally emergent trends 
and practitioners representative of those trends. As a 
result, our learning experiences provided unmediated 
exchanges with authoritative voices who acted as gateways 
to prospective users and the wider community of active 
citizens. When selectively and deliberately curated, 
encounters and interactions with local actors provide 
localised understandings of lived experiences that enables 
urban designers and their clients to evaluate the viability, 
feasibility and desirability of design propositions.
The settings in which urban designers and 
developer-clients understand place together can 
recalibrate working partnerships and change how they 
design. This research argues that the traditional settings 
used for decision-making in urban design projects are 
isolated from the places they are designing. The approach 
advocated through this research involved participatory 
walks, encounters and interactions in physical settings that 
were embedded within the local community. This research 
found that multi-dimensional, inclusive and immersive 
settings enable urban designers and clients to directly 
encounter personal narratives of lived experiences, and 
promote a working partnership that involved exploration, 
discovery and contestation. This approach to co-design for 
generative-ideation offers a way to co-evolve the geographic 
imaginaries of urban designers and developer-clients from 
the individual building to the collective place.
The primary contribution of this research is 
the identification of the curator and steward roles, and 
the associated tactical tools and settings, for urban 
designers to practice generative-ideation for co-design 
with developer-clients. The curator and steward roles 
are each characterised by their active and deliberate 
moves to mediate and negotiate with developer-clients 
as co-designers. I argue that multiple variations of 
moves between these roles are necessary to enable urban 
designers and their clients to consider and co-create 
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